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INTRODUCTION 
Imagine that you are working as a sales person. You and your fellow sales people 
generally have good relationships, spending idle moments joking and telling stories about 
your families. When your department hires a new salesperson, John, you show him some 
time saving tricks, help him with his workload until he can figure out how things operate, 
and generally attempt to make his transition to his new job as easy as possible. It seems 
obvious that this pattern of helping is likely to lead to a good coworker relationship. 
However, such a pattern of helping was never mandated by the organization, and 
certainly nobody was obligated to help the new person in such a way. Why do some 
people help their coworkers in such situations, and others simply let them figure things 
out on their own? 
One possibility is the extent to which people define themselves in terms of close 
relationships. Coworkers are a source of close relationships for many, and some people 
tend to value close coworker relationships more than others. Many people make life-long 
friends on their jobs, and others find spouses where they work. Perhaps people who 
value these close relationships are more likely to help their coworkers. 
The current investigation sought to extend the research on the self-concept to the 
workplace, a domain where close relationships often have important consequences. In 
particular, this study examined predictors of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), 
which are voluntary and unrewarded behaviors that help the functioning of the 
organization, and organizational withdrawal, which includes behaviors that involve either 
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withdrawing from work or leaving the job itself. It will be argued that the self-concept is 
a potentially important variable in these processes. 
The Self in the Workplace 
How might the self-concept be important at work? Two possibilities include the 
ways in which people evaluate themselves and the self-schemas that people hold. 
People generally have three motives that guide their evaluations of themselves: 
self-enhancement, self-verification, and self-assessment (Sedikides & Strube, 1995). 
Self-enhancement refers to the desire to see oneself in a positive light, self-verification 
refers to reinforcing existing self-views, be they positive or negative, and self-assessment 
refers to reducing uncertainty about one's self-concept or one's attributes. The evidence 
supporting the existence of these three motives is substantial, although there are some 
who argue for more or less than three (Sedikides & Strube, 1995). 
Of these three motives, self-enhancement seems to predominate (Sedikides & 
Strube, 1995). Self-enhancement leads people to process information so that they 
conclude that they have good qualities (Brown, 1998). For example, at work, people may 
credit their intelligence for their successes and blame others, such as their bosses or 
coworkers, for their failures. 
The other motives may operate at work as well. The self-verification motive 
suggests that people will prefer to work in environments that reinforce their views of 
themselves. For example, people who consider themselves to be kind, caring, and helping 
may be more likely to become doctors or counselors. This idea is reflected in the 
attraction-selection-attrition framework (Schneider, 1987). This theory suggests that 
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people are attracted to organizations that they believe will fit their self-co-ncepts. 
Organizations, in turn, select people who fit their organization well. Finadly, people who 
do not fit well choose to leave the organization in disproportionate numbers. The end 
result is a better fit of employees with the organization. 
Finally, the self-assessment motive can have important consequemces at work. 
People have a desire for information about themselves when the attribute in question is 
both important and modifiable (Dunning, 1995). This suggests, for example, that people 
may only want performance appraisal information on their sales abilities xvhen they 
consider their sales abilities important and modifiable. In summary, the ways in which 
people evaluate themselves may have a variety of important consequences at work. 
Another aspect of the self that affects behavior is self-schemas. Setlf-schemas are 
chronically sensitive knowledge structures that guide the processing of information as do 
other schémas. If an individual has a self-schema in a given domain, he o»r she will act 
more consistently in that domain (Markus, 1983), is more likely to remember information 
relevant to that domain, and will respond more quickly when making judgments in that 
domain than an individual who does not have that self-schema (Markus, 1 977). In other 
words, an individual's self-schemas can have pervasive influences on how he or she 
processes information and acts. For example, if someone has a self-schema of him or 
herself as helpful, he or she may be more likely to notice when a coworker is in need of 
help, and may then be more likely to offer assistance. 
In summary, the self-concept can be a potentially important variable in 
understanding behavior at work. Although there are certainly a variety of ways in which 
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self-concepts vary, the role of close others in the self-concept is thought to be one of the 
most fundamental ways in which people differ (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Significant 
others and important relationships can be important to one's sense of sel£ but people 
differ in how much they integrate others into their conceptions of who they are. 
Generally, people are thought to be able to construct self-concepts with either rigid 
boundaries between the self and others, or with more fluid boundaries between the self 
and others. These two types of self-construals are called the independent self-construal 
and the interdependent self-construal, respectively (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 
The Independent Self-Construal 
The view of the self as independent of others has dominated Western social 
psychology on the self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). According to this view, the self is 
an autonomous, independent entity, with a unique agglomeration of internal attributes. 
Social situations are seen primarily as opportunities to express these internal attributes. 
These internal attributes are viewed as a major determinant of behavior, are the most 
elaborated in memory, and are most accessible when thinking about the self (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991). People who define the self in this way are said to have an independent 
self-construal. 
The Interdependent Self-Construal 
The view of the self as independent is not the only model of the self. Other 
models conceptualize the self as defined by relationships with others, or interdependent. 
According to this view, the self is connected with others, so that boundaries between the 
self and others can be thought of as "open, porous, and flexible" (Cross & Madson, 1997, 
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p. 7). Here the self is viewed as part of a social context. Close others are considered 
important for self-definition and consideration of their thoughts and feelings will exert 
more influence on behavior than it will for those with independent self-construals. 
According to this view, the self can be understood only when important relationships are 
considered. A person with this relational type of self-concept is said to have an 
interdependent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 
Figure 1 illustrates differences between the independent and interdependent self-
construals (adapted from Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Notice that for the independent 
self-construal, the self is defined with rigid boundaries between the self and others, and 
there is no overlap of self with others. In contrast, the interdependent self-construal has 
more fluid boundaries, as the self also shares space with representations of significant 
others. In this case, others are considered important to the self-definition. 
A primary goal of those with interdependent self-construals is the development 
and maintenance of important relationships (Cross & Madson, 1997). These people seek 
to enhance skills and behaviors that help them fit in and blend with close others. 
Performing these behaviors and harmonizing with others is, in turn, enhancing for self-
esteem 
These differences in self-construals can be conceptualized in terms of self-
schemas. It is possible that those with interdependent self-construals tend to be 
schematic for relationships, and that these knowledge structures are influential in 
processing information about relationships (Cross, Morris, & Gore, 2001). Because the 
self-concepts of those with interdependent self-construals include important others, these 
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The independent self-construal 
coworker 
The interdependent self-construal 
friend coworker 
Figure 1. The Independent and Interdependent Self-Construals 
Note. Adapted from Markus and Kitayama (1991) 
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representations are highly accessible and influential in information processing. 
Consequently, those with interdependent self-construals develop perspective taking 
abilities and learn how to improve important relationships (Jordan & Surrey, 1986). It is 
possible that these self-schemas may in turn make people more sensitive to relationships 
and the implications of close relationships at work. 
The recognition of these diverging ways of defining the self originally grew out of 
cross-cultural research (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). As many travelers can attest, 
however, insights that one gleans from other cultures can often be applied to one's own 
culture. For example, within the United States, women are thought to develop more 
interdependent self-construals than men (Cross & Madson, 1997), and individual 
differences in the development of the interdependent self-construal exist. Both gender 
and individual differences in self-construals are thought to be important but overlooked 
sources of variation in cognition, emotion, and motivation of people within the United 
States (Cross & Madson, 1997). 
Until recently, however, there has not been an appropriate measure of the 
interdependent self-construal suitable for American participants (Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 
2000). The recent development of the relational-interdependent self-construal scale 
(RISC scale; Cross et al., 2000) allows researchers to examine individual differences in 
the relational-interdependent self-construal within the United States. A person with a 
very relational-interdependent self-construal tends to define the self in terms of close 
relationships. According to Cross et al. (2000), individuals with very relational-
interdependent self-construals will tend to think and behave in ways that strengthen 
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existing relationships. They found that people in the United States with very relational-
interdependent self-construals were more empathie, were more likely to take the wishes 
and needs of close others into account when making decisions, and were more likely to 
characterize their important relationships as close and committed than were those with 
less relational-interdependent self-construals. In interactions with previously 
unacquainted partners, participants rated partners with very relational-interdependent 
self-construals as more self-disclosing than those with less relational-interdependent self-
construals. These disclosure ratings were in turn related to positive evaluations of the 
relationship (Cross et al., 2000). Other research has examined the role of the relational-
interdependent self-construal in cognition (Cross, Morris & Gore, 2001), and the effects 
of the relational-interdependent self-construal in ongoing roommate relationships (Cross 
& Morris, 2001). This research showed that people who score high on the RISC scale 
tend to organize information in memory around important relationships more that those 
who score low, and that RISC scale scores positively influenced roommate ratings of the 
strength of the relationship. Taken together this research shows that people who tend to 
define themselves in terms of close relationships will think and behave in ways that are 
beneficial to those relationships. 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the role of the relational-interdependent 
self-construal in the workplace. Specifically, this study examines predictors of 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), which are voluntary and unrewarded 
behaviors that help the functioning of the organization, and organizational withdrawal, 
which includes behaviors that involve failing to work or leaving the job itself. It will be 
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argued that the relational-interdependent self-construal is a potentially important variable 
in these processes. In particular, it is hypothesized that people with very relational-
interdependent self-construals (i.e., those who score high on the RISC scale) will place 
more importance on good coworker relationships than will people with less relational-
interdependent self-construals (i.e., those who score low on the RISC). If these work 
relationships are important, then it seems likely that more effort will be put into 
maintaining and developing these relationships. One way that people can develop work 
relationships is through organizational citizenship behavior. In addition, because of the 
importance of close relationships to those who score high on the RISC scale, it is 
hypothesized that the personal treatment that people receive in the enactment of 
organizational procedures (i.e., interactional justice), and satisfaction with their 
coworkers will be more important to people who score high on the RISC scale in 
determining job satisfaction and organizational commitment than to those who score low 
on the RISC scale. 
The literature review will begin with a review of the most important variables to 
employers under consideration here: organizational citizenship behavior and 
organizational withdrawal. Considered next will be the variables that are most important 
to employees: perceptions of procedural justice, coworker satisfaction, and pay 
satisfaction. The discussion will then turn to variables that are important to both 
organizations and employees, which are potential mediating variables in the current 
study: job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Following the description of this 
model, the role of the relational-interdependent self-construal in this model will be 
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Organizational 
withdrawal 
Coworker and 
pay satisfaction 
Job satisfaction 
and 
commitment 
Organizational 
citizenship 
behavior 
Procedural 
justice 
RISC 
Figure 2. Path model describing hypotheses for the major variables of the work model. 
described. In order to facilitate understanding of how these variables relate to each other, 
Figure 2 displays the major variables in the work model. 
Variables Important to Employers: Organizational Citizenship Behavior and 
Organizational Withdrawal 
There are two primary outcome variables in this study. The first outcome variable, 
organizational citizenship behavior, will be described together with related constructs 
such as prosocial organizational behavior and contextual performance. The two facets of 
organizational citizenship behavior, altruism and generalized compliance, will be 
discussed next. Following discussion of organizational citizenship behavior, the second 
outcome variable, organizational withdrawal, will be described, as will the two facets of 
organizational withdrawal: work and job withdrawal. 
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Organizational citizenship hehavior (OCBV Managers know that their 
employees' performance can not be captured fully by examining their objective outputs 
(Organ & Paine, 1999). There are other aspects to jobs than simply getting more sales, 
finding more efficient methods, or adding to the bottom line. There are other things that 
an employee can do that that might not be a part of the job description but nonetheless 
help a company. 
Examples of such "extra-role" behavior include helping a coworker with a 
problem or coming in early to work. Such behaviors can be grouped under the title of 
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs). Organ (1988) summarized the original 
conception of organizational citizenship behavior by stating that "OCB represents 
individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the 
formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes effective functioning of the 
organization." (p. 4) 
Most organizational citizenship behavior researchers have assumed that 
organizational citizenship behaviors lead to more effective organizations. In essence, 
organizational citizenship behaviors "lubricate the social machinery" of the organization, 
making it easier for workers to concentrate on the task oriented parts of their jobs. 
Research has borne out this assumption. MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter (1993) found 
that organizational citizenship behavior accounted for a significant amount of variance in 
managers' evaluations of employees when objective sales figures were controlled. In a 
study of paper mill workers, Podsakoff) Ahearne, and MacKenzie (1997) found that 
organizational citizenship behavior was significantly related to both performance quantity 
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and performance quality. In addition, it appears that employees who demonstrate low 
levels of organizational citizenship behavior are more likely to leave an organization, 
which is likely to increase hiring and training costs (Chen, Hui, & Sego, 1998). In a 
review, Organ and Paine (1999) found that organizational citizenship behavior explained 
more variance in supervisor ratings of their subordinates* performance than did objective 
performance, that a larger proportion of evaluations were related to organizational 
citizenship behavior as an employee ascends the company hierarchy, and that employees 
who demonstrated high levels of organizational citizenship behavior were more likely to 
be considered for promotion. In short, organizations have much to gain from a full 
understanding of organizational citizenship behavior. 
In this review, OCB will be contrasted with two related constructs, prosocial 
organizational behavior and contextual performance. Next, dimensions underlying OCB 
will be examined and compared with a similar structure uncovered for contextual 
performance. 
Prosocial organizational behavior. Two constructs, pro social organizational 
behavior and contextual performance, are somewhat similar in definition to OCB. 
Pro social organizational behavior can be thought of as a more general construct than 
OCB. According to Brief and Motowidlo (1986), prosocial organizational behavior is 
behavior that is performed by a member of an organization, directed toward an 
individual, group, or organization with whom he or she interacts while carrying out his or 
her organizational role, and performed with the intention of promoting the welfare of the 
individual, group, or organization toward which it is directed. There are thirteen types of 
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prosocial organizational behavior, which can range from helping coworkers with personal 
matters to representing the organization favorably to outsiders. 
Two types of distinctions that can be made with prosocial organizational 
behaviors make it clear that it is a broader concept than is OCB. First, pro social 
organizational behavior can be either functional or dysfunctional for the organization. For 
example, helping a coworker with a personal problem may be beneficial to that coworker, 
but may come at the expense of task related activities for the organization. Second, 
prosocial organizational behavior can be either role prescribed or extra-role. For example, 
helping a customer in an organizationally consistent manner is considered a type of 
prosocial organizational behavior, but of course the organization prescribes this type of 
behavior. In contrast, an organization would probably not include helping a coworker 
with personal problems as part of an job description. 
Several individual difference antecedents of prosocial organizational behavior 
have been proposed, such as empathy, educational level, mood, and neuroticism (Brief & 
Motowidlo, 1986). These are similar to individual difference antecedents that have been 
proposed for OCB and for a similar construct to OCB called contextual performance. 
Contextual performance- Borman and Motowidlo (1997) argue that there are two 
essential aspects of job performance: task performance and contextual performance. Task 
performance includes activities that contribute to the organization's technical core, while 
contextual performance contributes to organizational effectiveness by shaping the 
organizational, social, and psychological contexts that serve as catalysts for task 
activities. For example, a salesperson's task performance may include such things as 
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selling products and getting new clients. Examples of contextual performance may 
include things such as helping new salespeople learn the ropes or volunteering for extra 
tasks. 
Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) report that although task and contextual 
performance contribute independently to overall performance, cognitive ability predicts 
task performance better than contextual performance, and personality predicts contextual 
performance better than task performance. Similar findings were reported by Hattrup, 
O'Connell, and Wingate (1998). These studies support the idea that there are two distinct 
facets of job performance. 
Borman and Motowidlo (1993) estimate that approximately 30% of job 
performance reflects contextual performance. These authors also state their belief that 
empathy is the top candidate for predicting contextual performance, especially the aspects 
of contextual performance related to helping other organization members. They further 
argue that because contextual performance is so important to organizations, steps should 
be taken in order to select employees who are more likely to exhibit contextual 
performance than others. This analysis suggests that measures of characteristics related 
to empathy should be taken in to account in personnel selection decisions. 
Teasing apart differences between organizational citizenship behavior and 
contextual performance can be quite difficult. Originally, organizational citizenship 
behavior was conceptualized as behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly 
recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes effective 
functioning of the organization (Organ, 1988). Recently, however, a redefinition of 
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organizational citizenship behavior was proposed (Organ, 1997), because it no longer 
seemed fruitful to regard OCB as extra-role or unrewarded by the organization. When 
these two components of OCB are removed from its definition, the construct looks very 
much like contextual performance. By defining organizational citizenship behavior more 
in terms of contextual performance, it is possible to avoid the hand wringing of 
determining whether a behavior was or was not rewarded, or whether it was part of an 
employee's job description. Organ (1997) still prefers the term organizational citizenship 
behavior, however, because both researchers and practitioners generally understand what 
it means. For the sake of clarity, I will define organizational citizenship behavior 
according to the Organ (1997) definition, which is to say that I define OCB as contextual 
performance. I choose the term organizational citizenship behavior over contextual 
performance simply because organizational citizenship behavior has a larger and longer 
research literature and is the more widely known term. 
In order to preserve the terminology of the original researchers, I will review 
literature below for both organizational citizenship behavior and contextual performance. 
The reader will note that the findings for the two constructs are very similar. 
Dimensions of OCB and contextual performance. Is all organizational citizenship 
behavior the same? Evidence suggests that organizational citizenship behavior can 
generally be broken down into interpersonal and impersonal forms (Organ & Paine, 
1999), and these two facets have been labeled altruism and generalized compliance 
(Smith, Organ, 8c Near, 1983). Altruism includes helping another person face to face, 
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while generalized compliance can be thought of as carrying out role behaviors well 
beyond the minimum required. 
Other researchers have divided organizational citizenship behavior into more fine­
grained components. Other conceptualizations of organizational citizenship behavior 
might include sportsmanship (e.g., avoiding complaining and petty grievances), courtesy 
(e.g., advance notice of meetings, reminders, consultation), or civic virtue (e.g., 
responsible participation in the political life of the organization) (Organ, 1988). There 
does not appear to be a consistently agreed upon dimensionality of OCB, although the 
two dimensions of altruism and generalized compliance appear to be the most strongly 
supported empirically. 
Research on contextual performance has recently converged on two dimensions 
similar to altruism and generalized compliance. Early conceptualizations of contextual 
performance maintained that there were five dimensions of contextual performance. 
Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) describe these dimensions as: volunteering to carry 
out task activities that are not formally part of the job, persisting with extra enthusiasm 
when necessary to complete own task activities successfully, helping and cooperating 
with others, following organizational rules and procedures even when it is personally 
inconvenient, and endorsing, supporting, and defending organizational objectives. 
In contrast, more recent research has found that contextual performance can be 
broken down into two distinct factors that appear to be quite similar to the two basic 
dimensions of OCB. Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) describe two aspects of 
contextual performance called interpersonal facilitation and job dedication. Interpersonal 
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facilitation includes interpersonally oriented behaviors that contribute to organizational 
goal accomplishment, such as helping a coworker. Note the similarity to the altruism 
dimension of OCB. Job dedication centers on self-disciplined behaviors such as 
following rules, working hard, and taking the initiative to solve a problem at work. Note 
the similarity here to the generalized compliance dimension of OCB. An examination of 
these constructs in a sample of more than 1000 people found support for the distinction 
(Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). 
In summary, there appears to be good support for the notion that organizational 
citizenship behavior can be broken down into two facets. The first, labeled altruism, is an 
interpersonal form of OCB, while the second, labeled generalized compliance, is an 
impersonal, organizationally directed form of OCB. 
Organizational Withdrawal 
The second major outcome variable in this study is organizational withdrawal, a 
broad construct that includes such behaviors as quitting, retiring, being late to work, and 
taking long breaks. Typically, organizational withdrawal researchers have examined 
specific behaviors, such as absenteeism or turnover, because these costly individual 
behaviors are of great interest to organizations. Many studies have been conducted that 
examine the influence of general job attitudes, such as job satisfaction, on specific 
behaviors such as absenteeism. However, from a theoretical standpoint, it is most likely 
that general behaviors are related to general attitudes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974). 
Furthermore, if employees are dissatisfied with an organization, they are not likely to 
simply enact one specific withdrawal behavior, they will likely enact a pattern of 
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behavior to withdraw from the organization (Hanisch, 1995). The exact withdrawal 
behaviors enacted are likely to be a function of situational constraints, personal 
constraints, and past behaviors (Hulin, 1991). This implies that to some extent, 
withdrawal behaviors are substitutable for one another. Aggregating withdrawal 
behaviors has the potential to increase the relationships between broad organizational 
attitudes and important withdrawal behaviors. 
Hanisch and Hulin have examined a variety of withdrawal behaviors, and have 
concluded through the use of exploratory (Hanisch & Hulin, 1990) and confirmatory 
(Hanisch & Hulin, 1991) factor analysis that there are two "behavioral families" of 
organizational withdrawal. The first family, job withdrawal, is defined as "employees' 
efforts to remove themselves from a specific organization and their work role" (Hanisch 
& Hulin, 1991, p. 111). They are behaviors designed to allow avoidance of participation 
in dissatisfying work situations (Hulin, 1991), and may including quitting, choosing to be 
laid of£ retiring, or transferring to another job. The second family, work withdrawal, 
includes "behaviors individuals engage in to avoid their work tasks while retaining 
organizational membership" (Hanisch, 1995, p. 158). These may include being late for 
work, leaving work early, or being absent. 
What Employees Care About: Organizational Justice. Coworker Satisfaction, and Pav 
Satisfaction 
Although employers and managers may be most concerned with behaviors that 
directly impact the bottom line, employees may be most concerned with other aspects of 
their jobs. In this section research on organizational justice, coworker satisfaction, and 
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pay satisfaction will be reviewed, and it will be shown that all three can influence 
important job attitudes such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment, as well as 
the behaviors that employers care most about, such as organizational citizenship behavior 
and organizational withdrawal. 
Organizational justice. Perceptions of justice come in two primary forms: 
procedural and distributive. Procedural justice refers to the fairness of a procedure itself. 
Distributive justice refers to the allocation of resources, or the outcomes of procedures. 
For example, if an excellent candidate is hired for a job, many people may consider that a 
favorable outcome (i.e., high in distributive justice). If however, that candidate was hired 
for being a golf partner of the boss, then some may question the fairness of the hiring 
process (Le., low in procedural justice), even though the outcome was favorable. 
In general, perceptions of procedural justice are more important in the workplace 
than distributive justice. Job satisfaction, evaluations of supervisors, reports of conflict 
or harmony, and trust in management all show strong relations to procedural justice and 
relatively weak associations with distributive justice (Alexander and Ruderman, 1987). 
As a result, most studies examining job satisfaction and OCB have focused on procedural 
justice. 
On the whole, research indicates that procedural justice is an important 
determinant of job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior (Moorman, 1991). 
The precise relations among these constructs, however, have not been determined. In 
some studies, job satisfaction and perceptions of justice have been examined as 
independent predictors of OCB, and in other cases job satisfaction has been hypothesized 
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to mediate the relation between justice and OCB. Overall, the results of these studies 
tend to suggest that it is better to think of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
and organizational citizenship behavior as consequences of fair procedures (Farh, 
Podsakofij and Organ, 1990; Moorman, 1991; Moorman, NeihofÇ & Organ, 1993). As a 
result, the current investigation will take the position that both job satisfaction and 
organizational citizenship behaviors are consequences of procedural justice. 
Other evidence suggests that organizational commitment is also an outcome of 
high perceptions of procedural justice. A meta-analysis suggests that leader behaviors 
consistent with high perceptions of procedural justice lead to higher levels of 
organizational commitment (Matheiu & Zajac, 1990). For example, leadership 
communication and participatory leadership both exhibit fairly large positive influences 
on organizational commitment. Other, more direct, research suggests that there is a 
positive relation between procedural justice and organizational commitment (Moorman, 
Niehoflj & Organ, 1993; Tansky, 1993). Because the link between procedural justice and 
organizational commitment appears to be consistent and robust, it is hypothesized that 
procedural justice will be positively related to organizational commitment in the current 
study. 
With regard to organizational withdrawal, there is little research available that has 
examined the role of procedural justice in predicting withdrawal as behavioral families. 
However, some research has examined the role of procedural justice on aspects of 
organizational withdrawal. For example, Hendrix, Robbins, Miller, and Summers (1998) 
examined the role of procedural justice on factors that are strong predictors of turnover — 
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job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Their results suggest that procedural 
justice had indirect effects on turnover intentions through job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment. As a result, the current investigation will take the position 
that procedural justice will not be related directly to organizational withdrawal, and that 
any indirect effects will occur through job satisfaction and organizational commitment 
(the support for job satisfaction and organizational commitment predicting organizational 
withdrawal will be described later). 
Why might procedural justice have such strong effects? Lind and Tyler (1988) 
have proposed a group value model of procedural justice that attempts to explain why fair 
procedures are so important to people. According to this model, procedures are important 
because they regulate many of the interactions within groups, and these interactions 
communicate information about status within the groups. Procedures that violate basic 
norms of respect will be seen as unfair both because the basic normative rules that are 
violated are valued in their own right and because impolite treatment denies the 
recipient's dignity as a full status member of the group. 
In a test of this model, Tyler, Degoey and Smith (1996) proposed that fair 
treatment by authorities communicates information about the degree to which individuals 
are respected members of a group and the degree to which they can feel pride in their 
group memberships. Perceptions of respect and pride, in turn, are instrumental in 
people's willingness to engage in voluntary tasks that help the group but that are not 
required. Four studies in a variety of settings supported this group value model, 
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demonstrating the importance of perceptions of procedural justice for extra-role behavior, 
such as organizational citizenship behavior. 
In summary, procedural justice has been found to be a predictor of job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and may be 
important for organizational withdrawal as welL The group value model of procedural 
justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988) hypothesizes that fair procedures are important to people 
because they communicate information about a person's position in groups. 
Similar to the position that procedural justice offers insight into one's position 
within a group, Greenberg (1990) has proposed that there are two aspects of procedural 
justice. The first, called formal procedures, are perceptions of the fairness of the 
procedures themselves that are used in distributing rewards. The second, interactional 
justice, has to do with the fairness of the treatment an employee received in the enactment 
of formal procedures or in the explanation of the procedures. For example, if a company 
is downsizing, they may have quite fair formal procedures for terminating employees. 
They may choose to let go the least productive employees. It is possible, though, that in 
enacting those procedures, management is callous and uncaring in dismissing employees. 
In this situation, judgments of formal procedures may be high, but interactional justice 
may be low. 
This model fits well with the group value model of procedural justice. In both 
models it is hypothesized that there is more to procedures than simple objective fairness. 
People apparently derive a sense of respect from fair procedures, and expect to be treated 
well in the enactment of those procedures. 
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The importance of procedural justice to work attitudes and behaviors found by 
previous researchers is reflected in the proposed model. It is hypothesized that higher 
perceptions of procedural justice will have positive influences on job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
Hypothesis 1: Perceptions of procedural justice (both formal procedures and 
interactional justice) will predict job satisfaction with higher levels of 
procedural justice leading to higher levels of job satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 2: Perceptions of procedural justice (both formal procedures and 
interactional justice) will predict organizational commitment, with higher 
levels of procedural justice leading to higher levels of organizational 
commitment. 
Hypothesis 3: Perceptions of procedural justice (both formal procedures and 
interactional justice) will predict organizational citizenship behavior, with 
higher levels of procedural justice leading to higher levels of organizational 
citizenship behavior. 
A path model of the hypothesized direct effects of perceptions of procedural 
justice is presented in Figure 3. 
Coworker satisfaction. Generally, people who perceive a high level of "fit" 
between themselves and their organizations tend to be more satisfied with their jobs and 
more committed to their organizations (KristoSÇ 1996). For example, individuals 
requiring social contact and interdependence with others were more satisfied in 
organizations with open and empathie climates than in organizations with closed, 
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Figure 3. Path model describing hypothesized relationships direct effects of perceptions of procedural justice on job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
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bureaucratic, and impersonal climates (Downey, Hellriegel, & S locum, 1975). With 
regard to people and organizations, there are several types of fit. The most commonly 
studied, person-organization fit, can be described as the compatibility between a person 
and an organization, and it is commonly operationalized as the match between 
characteristics of an individual's personality and organizational climate (Kristoff, 1996). 
Other types of fit include person-job fit, or person-workgroup fit (Werbel & Gilliland, 
1999). Person-workgroup fit refers to the match between the employee and the 
immediate workgroup, whereas person-job fit refers to the congruence between the 
demands of the job and the needed skills, knowledge, and abilities of an employee 
(Edwards, 1991). The current investigation is concerned with ways that individuals 
perceive their immediate environment, and how that affects job attitudes. As such, this 
investigation could be described in terms of person-organization fit (because it has to do 
with the climate at an organization) or person-workgroup fit (because it has to do with the 
match between the employee and the immediate workgroup). The precise "type" of fit 
under study here is not as important as the general point that the better the fit between the 
person and the environment, the better the employee's job attitudes will be. 
According to Moos (1986), there are three primary dimensions on which work 
environments vary. The first dimension, called the relationship dimension, involves the 
ways in which individuals in a setting relate to each other. The second dimension is the 
personal growth or growth orientation dimension, which deals with the personal growth 
goals toward which a setting is oriented. The third dimension is called the system 
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maintenance and change domain, and has to do with the amount of structure and 
openness to change that characterize the setting. 
Because the current study is concerned with the role of the relational-
interdependent self-construal in the workplace, and this construal of the self is primarily 
defined in terms of close relationships, it is the relationship dimension of the work 
environment that is of the most interest in the current study. From a fit perspective, an 
organizational climate that matches an individual's preferences for that climate should 
lead to high levels of job satisfaction and organizational commitment (KristofÇ 1996). 
Although people who score high on the RISC scale might tend to value good coworker 
relationships more than those who score low, everyone values good coworker 
relationships to some extent. Indeed, the coworker satisfaction scale of the Job 
Descriptive Index (JDI; originally published by Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969; revised 
by Roznowski, 1989) correlates about .42 with the general job satisfaction scale used in 
the current study (Ironson, Smith, Brannick, Gibson, & Paul, 1989). Because everyone 
values good coworker relationships, it is predicted that coworker satisfaction will be 
positively associated with job satisfaction and organizational commitment (see Figure 4). 
Hypothesis 4: Coworker satisfaction will be positively associated with job 
satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 5: Coworker satisfaction will be positively associated with 
organizational commitment. 
Pay satisfaction. Similarly to working with good people, people enjoy being paid 
well for the work they do. In support of this contention, research has shown that the pay 
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Figure 4. Path model describing hypotheses for coworker satisfaction, pay satisfaction, and direct effects of perceptions of 
procedural justice on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
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satisfaction scale of the JDI correlates with job satisfaction (Ironson et aL, 1989), and 
with organizational commitment (Buchko, Weinzimmer, & Sergeyev, 1997). As a result, 
it was predicted that pay satisfaction would be positively associated with job satisfaction 
and organizational commitment (see Figure 4). 
Hypothesis 6: Pay satisfaction will be positively associated with job satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 7: Pay satisfaction will be positively associated with organizational 
commitment-
Mediating Variables: Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment 
Job satisfaction. Although it may seem intuitive that job satisfaction is strongly 
correlated with job performance, research has found a relatively weak link between job 
satisfaction and performance (Petty, McGee, & Cavender, 1984; Iaffaldano &Muchinsky, 
1985). Research on job satisfaction and OCB, however, has been more promising, with 
the results of a meta-analysis suggesting a modest overall relation between job 
satisfaction and OCB (Organ & Ryan, 1995). Later research found that measures of job 
satisfaction are largely cognitive in nature, and include, for example, comparisons of 
one's current job to others. This research also found that the more cognitively focused 
the job satisfaction measure, the stronger the relation between satisfaction and 
organizational citizenship behavior (Moorman, 1993). Organ (1988) hypothesized that 
the outcomes of these cognitive processes come close to a statement about the degree of 
fairness or justice that characterizes the employee's relationship with the organization, 
and that job satisfaction and OCB may be the result of perceptions of organizational 
justice. As discussed above, perceptions of procedural justice have been shown to have 
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positive associations with job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 
organizational citizenship behavior (Kim & Mauborgne, 1993; Moorman, 1991; Niehoff 
& Moorman, 1993). When procedural justice is controlled, however, job satisfaction does 
not appear to have an impact on OCB (Moorman, 1991). As a result, job satisfaction was 
predicted to be related to perceptions of procedural justice, but not to OCB. 
Although there has been little research on the organizational withdrawal 
behavioral families of work and job withdrawal, job satisfaction has been found te be a 
significant predictor of withdrawal processes. One of the few studies to directly address 
work and job withdrawal was a study of the effects of sexual harassment on 
organizational withdrawal, which found that job satisfaction was a significant predictor of 
job withdrawal, and that job satisfaction had a small effect on work withdrawal 
(Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, & Magley, 1997). Other work suggests that job 
satisfaction predicts withdrawal behaviors even when organizational commitment is 
controlled. Though highly correlated (Matheiu & Zajac, 1990), job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment can be empirically distinguished (Brooke, Russell, & Price, 
1988). Of the two, job satisfaction is more strongly related to turnover (Tett & Meyer, 
1993). As a result, it is hypothesized that job satisfaction will predict organizational 
withdrawal. 
Hypothesis 8: Job satisfaction will be positively associated with both work and 
job withdrawal (see Figure 5). 
Organisational commitment. Organizational commitment has been commonly 
studied as a mediator of the roles of personal characteristics and attitudes on turnover 
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Figure 5. Path model describing hypotheses for the coworker satisfaction, pay satisfaction, perceptions of procedural justice, 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational withdrawal, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
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processes (Matheiu & Zajac, 1990). Commitment is defined as the relative strength of an 
individual's identification with and involvement in a particular organization. It is 
characterized by at least three factors: strong belief in and acceptance of the 
organization's goals and values, willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the 
organization, and a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization (Matheiu & 
Zajac, 1990; Morrow, 1983). 
As described earlier, organizational commitment is predicted to be associated 
with coworker satisfaction, pay satisfaction and perceptions of procedural justice. 
Organizational commitment, in turn, is expected to predict both work and job withdrawal, 
albeit weakly. As mentioned, job satisfaction is more strongly related to turnover than is 
organizational commitment when the two are used as independent predictors of turnover 
processes (Tett & Meyer, 1993). In fact, organizational commitment appears to account 
for a very small proportion of the variance in turnover processes when job satisfaction is 
controlled (1.4%; Tett & Meyer, 1993). In the current study, it is hypothesized that 
organizational commitment will be related to organizational withdrawal, although it is 
recognized that the practical significance of organizational commitment to these 
withdrawal constructs may be small. 
Hypothesis 9: Organizational commitment will be negatively associated with 
organizational withdrawal. 
In contrast, it is hypothesized that organizational commitment will not predict 
organizational citizenship behavior. Although a meta-analysis showed that 
organizational commitment is correlated with OCB to the same degree as job satisfaction 
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(Organ & Ryan, 1995), other work shows that when job satisfaction is controlled, the 
relation between organizational commitment and OCB becomes non-significant 
(Moorman, NiehoSÇ & Organ, 1993). These researchers suggested that it is probably best 
to think of organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and OCB all as outcomes of 
perceptions of procedural justice. Given that organizational commitment does not appear 
to predict OCB when other variables are controlled, it is hypothesized that organizational 
commitment will not be related to OCB. These hypotheses are diagrammed in Figure 5. 
How the Relational-Interdependent Self-Construal Fits in to this Model of Work 
Attitudes and Behaviors 
The model described thus far relates perceptions of procedural justice, coworker 
satisfaction, pay satisfaction, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment to the 
outcome variables of organizational citizenship behavior organizational withdrawal. 
What follows is an argument for how the relational-interdependent self-construal fits in to 
this model of worker attitudes and behavior. Because this construct is relatively new, 
there is little research to use as background in justifying its role in this model. Some 
evidence of where the relational-interdependent self-construal fits in to this model can be 
gleaned from research conducted on personality constructs related to the relational-
interdependent self-construal. 
Mischel (1977) has argued that personality is most likely to exert effects on 
behavior in "weak" situations, where there is not much external demand to behave in 
certain ways. Given that organizational citizenship behavior is generally not part of a 
formal job description and is unrewarded by the formal reward structure of the 
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organization, it seems that some aspects of personality may predict organizational 
citizenship behavior (Organ, 1994; Organ & Ryan, 1995). In addition, recent research 
indicates that many job attitudes may be dispositional, and perhaps even genetic, in origin 
(Organ, 1994). Thus, at a general level, it seems logical to assume that individual 
differences in personality may be able to predict organizational citizenship behavior. 
Although there are few theories that have specifically related personality to 
organizational citizenship behavior, Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmitt (1997) have 
developed a theory of how individual differences relate to both task and contextual 
performance. The theory predicts that individual differences in personality and cognitive 
ability, in combination with learning experiences, lead to variability in knowledge, skills, 
and work habits. These, in turn, mediate the effects of personality and cognitive ability 
on task and contextual performance. An especially important aspect of this theory is that 
it predicts that the kinds of knowledge, skills, and work habits that are associated with 
task performance are different from the kinds that are associated with contextual 
performance. Examples of knowledge that has effects on contextual performance 
includes knowing how to cooperate with a diverse group of people, knowing how to calm 
an upset worker, and knowing how to work productively with difficult peers, supervisors, 
and subordinates. These authors propose that people who possess personality 
characteristics that are consistent with these elements of contextual knowledge should be 
more likely to notice that certain patterns of behavior are more effective in such situations 
and thus should be more likely to master this knowledge. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) 
suggest that empathy is the top candidate for predicting behavior in several areas of 
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contextual performance, such as altruism and behaviors related to helping other 
organization members. 
In an extension of this model, Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, and Borman (1998) 
proposed that when there are no opportunities for advancement, employees perform 
contextual acts because they are conscientious, but when there are opportunities for 
advancement, employees engage in contextual acts because they are ambitious. They 
point out that there is often a tradeoff in performing behaviors that would make one 
accepted by fellow employees and behaviors that would be beneficial to one's status 
(e.g., promotions). For example, a salesperson may desire to increase his or her sales in 
order to achieve a promotion, but consistently outperforming peers may make 
maintaining relationships with those peers more difficult. Thus the individual faces a 
tradeoff between being more accepted and less likely to achieve status, or less accepted 
and more likely to achieve status. To test these hypotheses, different samples of 
employees who either did or did not have the opportunity to advance in their companies 
were measured on cognitive ability, personality, and contextual performance. The results 
indicated that when there were no opportunities for advancement, conscientiousness 
predicted contextual performance. In contrast, when there was opportunity for 
advancement, ambition, but not conscientiousness, predicted contextual performance 
(Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman, 1998). 
The only meta-analysis examining predictors of organizational citizenship 
behavior generally found that personality variables, with the possible exception of 
conscientiousness from the Big Five, did not predict OCB very well (Organ & Ryan, 
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1995). Unfortunately, because organizational citizenship behavior is a fairly recent 
research topic, the number of personality constructs that have been examined has been 
small, and only a small number of those constructs that have been examined had enough 
studies to warrant conducting a meta-analysis. Organ and Ryan (1995) also noted the 
findings of Moorman and Blakely (1995), who found that an individual difference 
measure of collectivism (defined as the tendency to subordinate self-interest for the good 
of the organization) correlated positively with organizational citizenship behavior. 
Organizational citizenship behavior often involves a tradeoff between personal goals and 
the goals of others, so it makes sense that those who would tend to sacrifice for groups 
will tend to engage in more organizational citizenship behavior. 
In summary, theories of contextual performance suggest that the abilities to get 
along with others and to empathize with others are aspects of personality that may be 
related to contextual performance. Research on organizational citizenship behavior has 
generally not been successful in finding individual difference predictors. The number of 
constructs that have been examined has been small, however, and collectivism, a 
construct similar to the relational-interdependent self-construal, has been demonstrated to 
predict organizational citizenship behavior. 
What does this mean for the relational-interdependent self-construal? Research 
on the relational-interdependent self-construal shows that the RISC scale is consistently 
related to measures of empathy, and that those who score high on the RISC scale are 
evaluated more positively by others (Cross et al., 2000). This suggests that the relational-
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interdependent self-construal may be related to contextual performance, a construct 
similar to OCB. 
With regard to Moorman and Blakely's (1995) finding that collectivism predicted 
OCB, a similar argument can be made for the relational-interdependent self-construal. 
People with very relational interdependent self-construals view themselves in terms of 
close relationships, whereas people who are very collectivist view themselves in terms of 
group memberships. Because people with relational-interdependent self-construals tend 
to define themselves in terms of close relationships, it is hypothesized that they will be 
more likely to help specific coworkers rather than the organization as a whole. Together, 
work on the relational-interdependent self-construal, theories of contextual performance, 
and collectivism all suggest that the relational-interdependent self-construal should be 
related to the altruism facet of OCB. 
Hypothesis 10: The relational-interdependent self-construal will be positively 
associated with the altruism facet of OCB (see Figure 6). 
Research on personality can also help clarify the role of the relational-
interdependent self-construal in predicting organizational withdrawal. Generally, 
research on personality and organizational withdrawal has suffered from some of the 
same problems that have plagued research on job satisfaction and organizational 
withdrawal (Molitor, 1997). In particular, researchers have tended to use personality 
variables to predict withdrawal behaviors such as absenteeism or lateness in isolation, 
rather than aggregating these behaviors into more normally distributed, more reliable, and 
more theoretically interesting constructs. As a result, there is a relative lack of research 
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construal. 
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that has examined personality predicting the general organizational withdrawal constructs 
of work and job withdrawal. 
The existing research suggests that although personality may be able to explain a 
significant amount of variance in withdrawal behaviors, the amount of variance that is 
explained is small. As a result, the only direct predictors of organizational withdrawal 
that are hypothesized in the current study are job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment. 
There are other ways that the relational-interdependent self-construal can 
influence the outcome variables of organizational citizenship behavior and organizational 
withdrawal. As described previously, people who score high on the RISC scale (Cross et 
al., 2000) tend to define themselves in terms of close relationships. It makes sense, then, 
that good relationships at work will influence job attitudes more for those who score high 
on the RISC scale than it will for those who score low. Accordingly, several moderating 
effects of the relational-interdependent self-construal are hypothesized. 
Because people with relational-interdependent self-construals will tend to place 
more emphasis on close relationships and personal treatment, it is hypothesized that 
interactional justice will be more influential in job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior for people who are high on the 
RISC scale than for people who are low. In other words, the relational-interdependent 
self-construal will moderate the influence of interactional justice on job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
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Hypothesis 11 : The relational-interdependent self-construal will moderate the 
relation between interactional justice and job satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 12: The relational-interdependent self-construal will moderate the 
relation between interactional justice and organizational commitment. 
Hypothesis 13: The relational-interdependent self-construal will moderate the 
relation between interactional justice and both aspects of organizational 
citizenship behavior. 
For the same reason, it is hypothesized that coworker satisfaction will be more 
influential in determining job satisfaction and organizational commitment for those who 
score high on the RISC scale as opposed to those who score low on the RISC scale. As 
such, it is hypothesized that the RISC will moderate the effects of the coworker 
satisfaction on organizational commitment and job satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 14: The relational-interdependent self-construal will moderate the 
effect of coworker satisfaction on job satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 15: The relational-interdependent self-construal will moderate the 
effect of the coworker satisfaction on organizational commitment. 
These hypothesized relations are displayed in Figure 7. 
Summary of Hypotheses 
There are two major outcome variables in this study: two facets of organizational 
citizenship behavior (altruism and generalized compliance), and two facets of 
organizational withdrawal (work and job withdrawal). The two facets of procedural 
justice, formal procedures and interactional justice, are expected to directly influence job 
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satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior. 
Coworker and pay satisfaction will directly influence job satisfaction andorganizational 
commitment. Organizational commitment and job satisfaction will directly influence 
work and job withdrawal. The relational-interdependent self-construal is hypothesized to 
moderate the influences of interactional justice and coworker satisfaction on job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior, and to 
have a direct influence on the altruism facet of organizational citizenship behavior. 
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METHOD 
Participants 
Three samples were surveyed in the current study: library employees, bank 
employees, and secretaries and administrative specialists at a large university. Survey 
information was collected either over the Internet at a secured website or on a traditional 
paper survey, and method depended on the site. Forty-five library employees were asked 
to complete the survey over the Internet, and 29 (64%) did so. Sixty of 89 (67%) bank 
employees completed the survey on paper, and 211 of374 (56%) university employees 
completed the survey over the Internet. In addition, 15 of25 (60%) university employees 
completed the survey on paper. Overall, 315 of 533 employees completed the survey for 
a response rate of 59%. 
These responses rates are generally considered acceptable, and are well within the 
expected range of response rates when using the tailored design method (Dillman, 2000). 
Considering the length of the survey, and the relatively personal nature of some questions 
(e.g., drug or alcohol use because of work, skipping work), these response rates can be 
considered quite good. 
Description of samples: Library employees. Twenty-nine employees returned 
completed surveys. The overwhelming majority of library employees were White 
(100%), female (93%), and highly educated (all reported at least some college education). 
About two-thirds were married, and one-third had children at home. Most (79%) were 
over age 40, and most (59%) worked at least 35 hours per week at the library. 
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Overall, the library employees were very satisfied both with their jobs and their 
coworkers. Results showed both to be above the national average (Balzer & Smith, 
1990), and in the case of job satisfaction, to be in the top 15% nationwide. Employees 
also showed above average commitment (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). Employees 
were less satisfied with their pay, ranking in the bottom 25% of the nation in satisfaction 
with pay (Balzer & Smith, 1990). 
Description of samples: Bank employees. Overall, those surveyed were White 
(97%), female (77%), and highly educated (85% at least some college education). About 
two-thirds (63%) were married, and two-fifths (40%) had children at home. About half 
(48%) were under age 30, and most (85%) worked at least 35 hours per week. Most 
(83%) had worked at the bank for over a year, and about a quarter (28%) had worked 
there for over ten years. 
Overall, employees were satisfied both with their jobs overall and their 
coworkers. Results showed both to be in the top third nationwide (Balzer & Smith, 
1990). Employees showed average commitment (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979), and 
were less satisfied with their pay, ranking in the bottom 30% of the nation in satisfaction 
with pay (Balzer & Smith, 1990). 
Description of samples: University employees. Overall, those surveyed were 
White (99%), female (97%), and well educated (89% at least some college education). 
About four-fifths (79%) were married, and two-fifths (43%) had children at home. 
Seventy-five percent were over age 40, and most (86%) worked more than 35 hours per 
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week. Most (83%) had worked at the university for over a year, and over half (56%) had 
worked there for over ten years. 
University employees were satisfied with their jobs overall, scoring in the top 
third nationwide (Balzer & Smith, 1990). Employees showed slightly above average 
satisfaction with their coworkers and commitment (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979), but 
were less satisfied with their pay, ranking in the bottom 30% of the nation in satisfaction 
with pay (Balzer & Smith, 1990). 
In summary, the vast majority of participants were White, female, highly 
educated, generally satisfied with their jobs, but less satisfied with their pay. 
Materials 
An example of on one of the paper surveys is shown in Appendix A. Surveys over 
the Internet contained the same questions in the same order. Scale alphas are presented 
separately for each site and for all sites combined in Table 1. 
Relational-interdependent self-construal (RISC) scale. The relational-
interdependent self-construal was measured with an 11-item self-report measure, the 
RISC scale (Cross et al., 2000). Results from several samples have shown that this scale 
possesses high internal consistency (coefficient alpha equal to approximately .90), and 
factor analyses suggest the presence of a single underlying factor. Women consistently 
score higher on the RISC scale than do men, which supports theoretical work on gender 
differences in the relational-interdependent self-construal (Cross & Madson, 1997). The 
RISC scale correlates positively with measures of communal orientation and collective 
self-esteem, and has shown no relation to measures of social desirability (Cross et aL, 
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Table 1. Scale reliabilities, separately by site and all combined 
Scale Bank Library University Overall 
Coworker satisfaction .92 .85 .91 .91 
Job satisfaction .89 .86 .91 .90 
Pay satisfaction .84 .92 .87 .87 
RISC .89 .90 .85 .86 
Organizational commitment .92 .91 .91 .92 
Formal procedural justice .92 .92 .93 .93 
Interactional justice .96 .96 .97 .97 
OCB — altruism .82 .67 .88 .86 
OCB — generalized compliance .72 .61 .73 .72 
Work withdrawal .84 .84 .88 .87 
Job withdrawal .89 .84 .91 .90 
Note. RISC = Relational-interdependent self-construaL, OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behavior. 
2000). Finally, the partners of people who scored high on the RISC scale rated them as 
more self-disclosing, which in turn was related to positive evaluations of the interaction 
(Cross et al., 2000). In sum, the RISC scale has demonstrated good reliability and 
validity. Responses were made on a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagreed to 7 (strongly agree'). RISC scale items are shown in Appendix B. 
Organizational citizenship behavior. Organizational citizenship behavior was 
measured with items developed by Smith, Organ, and Near (1983). Two subscales 
measured altruism and generalized compliance. Participants were asked to rate how 
characteristic each statement (e.g., "helps others who have been absent") was of 
themselves on a Likert type scale ranging from 1 (not at all characteristic^ to 5 (extremely 
characteristic! Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) reported coefficient alphas of .88 and .85 
for altruism and generalized compliance, respectively. Results of exploratory factor 
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analyses showed in two samples that the items loaded on two moderately correlated 
factors, supporting the idea that that there are two distinct yet related aspects of 
organizational citizenship behavior. 
Organizational withdrawal. Organizational withdrawal was measured with scales 
used by Hanisch and Hulin (1990, 1991). Withdrawal is composed of two behavioral 
families, work withdrawal and job withdrawal. Work withdrawal includes scales 
concerning lateness, absenteeism, and unfavorable behaviors, whereas job withdrawal 
includes items concerning turnover intention and transfer intention. Transfer intention 
items were developed by Stewart (1996) and used by Laczo and Hanisch (1999). 
Examples of items include, "How desirable is transferring to a different position 
at xxxx to you?" (transfer intention), "How often do you think about quitting your job?" 
(turnover intention), "How often are you late for work or scheduled work assignments?" 
(lateness), "How often do you think about being absent from work when you are 
scheduled to be there?" (absenteeism), and "Tamper with equipment so that I cannot get 
work done" (unfavorable behaviors). Responses were made on a Likert type scale, but 
the anchors varied depending on the item 
Hanisch and Hulin (1990) report reliabilities of the lateness, absenteeism, 
unfavorable behaviors, and turnover intention scales to be .76, .61, .54, and .60, 
respectively, and Hanisch and Hulin (1991) report reliabilities of the same scales to be 
.51, .53, .62, and .54, respectively. Stewart (1996) reported reliability of the transfer 
intention items to be .95. Hanisch, Hulin, and Roznowski (1998) argue that it should not 
be expected that these scales should have high internal consistency because the behaviors 
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in questions are not necessarily homogeneous, are likely to be functions of organizational 
constraints, and are affected by the skewed distributions of the individual behaviors. As a 
result, they argue that stability over time is the most appropriate indicator of reliability. 
Hanisch (1997), as reported in Hanisch, Hulin, and Roznowski (1998) reported three year 
stability of the work and job withdrawal measures to be .70 and .66, respectively. 
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses have provided evidence for the existence of 
the two general withdrawal constructs. These general constructs are related to general 
job attitudes, such as job satisfaction, as well as personality (Hanisch & Hulin, 1990; 
Hanisch & Hulin, 1991; Molitor, 1997). In sum, there is evidence for the stability and 
validity of these two constructs. 
For this study, the subscales were combined into work and job withdrawal 
indexes by creating standardized scores on the subscales and summing the standardized 
scores. 
Procedural justice. Perceptions of procedural justice were measured with 15 
items used by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). As discussed earlier, there are two 
components to procedural justice: formal procedures and interactional justice. According 
to Niehoff and Moorman (1993) the formal procedures scale (six items) was designed to 
measure the degree to which "job decisions included mechanisms that insured the 
gathering of accurate and unbiased information, employee voice, and an appeals process" 
(p. 537). The interactional justice scale (nine items) was designed to measure the degree 
to which "employees felt their needs were considered in, and adequate explanations were 
made for, decisions" (p. 537). Reliabilities for these scales were reported to be above .85. 
48 
Confirmatory factor analyses supported a three factor solution for justice, which included 
interactional justice, formal procedures, as well as distributive justice, which is not being 
measured in the current study. The interactional justice and formal procedures scales 
were correlated .76. Responses were made on a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagreed to 7 (strongly agreed. 
Coworker satisfaction. Coworker satisfaction was measured with the coworker 
satisfaction subscale of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI; originally published by Smith, 
Kendall, & Hulin, 1969; revised by Roznowski, 1989). This scale has been widely used, 
and norms are available for various groups. Validation of the original JDI took place 
over five years. Results of this work suggested that each of the five JDI scales possessed 
high levels of convergent and discriminant validity. Subsequent studies have found that 
the JDI scales correlated with behavioral measures such as absenteeism, rated 
performance, and termination decisions, and that there are differences associated with 
individual variables such as education, job tenure, and income (Balzer & Smith, 1990). 
The revised version of the JDI kept the same number of items, but updated outdated and 
poor items from the older scale. Internal consistency (measured by coefficient alpha) 
across six samples average .88 (Balzer & Smith, 1990). In short, the JDI scales have 
been used extensively and are exceptionally reliable and valid. 
Respondents were given a list of adjectives (e.g., responsible) and asked to 
indicate whether they think their coworkers are like those adjectives most of the time. 
Responses were made on a 3-point scale, responding "Y" if their coworkers were like 
that most of the time, "N" for if their coworkers were not like that most of the time, and 
"?" if they could not decide. As recommended in the JDI user's manual (Balzer & Smith, 
1990), scale scores were created by assigning different point values to different responses 
and summing. For positively worded items (e.g., responsible), "Y" responses counted for 
three points, "?" responses counted for one point, and "N" responses counted for zero 
points. For negatively worded items (e.g., stupid), "N" responses counted for three 
points, "?" responses counted for one point, and "Y' responses counted for zero points. 
Pav satisfaction. Pay satisfaction was measured with the pay satisfaction subscale 
of the JDI (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969; revised by Roznowski, 1989). As with the 
coworker satisfaction scale, respondents were given a list of adjectives (e.g., well paid) 
and asked if the adjective described their pay. Participants responded on a 3-point scale, 
indicating "Y" if it described their pay, "N" if it did not describe their pay, and "?" if they 
could not decide. Scoring was done in the same way as it was for the JDI coworker 
satisfaction scale, and internal consistency is generally quite high, with an average of .88 
(Balzer & Smith, 1990), although others have reported somewhat lower internal 
consistency (Ironson, et al., 1989). This pay satisfaction scale has also been found to be 
related to job satisfaction (Ironson et al., 1989) and organizational commitment (Buchko, 
Weinzimmer, & Sergeyev, 1997). 
Job satisfaction. The Job in General (JIG; Ironson, et al., 1989) scale was 
designed because overall satisfaction may be different from facets of job satisfaction. 
Facet scales may, for example, omit areas of importance to overall job satisfaction 
(Scarpello & Campbell, 1983). As a result, the JIG scale was developed to measure 
overall satisfaction in the same manner as the JDI scales. 
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As with the coworker and pay satisfaction scales of the JDI, respondents were 
given a list of adjectives (e.g., enjoyable) and asked to indicate whether they thought their 
job in general was like those adjectives most of the time. Responses were made on a 3-
point scale, indicating "Y" if their work was like that most of the time, "N" for if their 
work was not like that most of the time, and "?" if they could not decide. Scoring was 
done in the same way as it was for the JDI coworker and pay satisfaction scales. 
The JIG has demonstrated good reliability and validity. In several validation 
samples that totaled over 3,000 people, the JIG scale had reliabilities in excess of .90 
(Ironson et aL, 1989). The JIG was also correlated more strongly with global measures 
than were facet scales of the JDI, which were more strongly correlated with more specific 
measures (Ironson et al., 1989). For example, coworker satisfaction from the JDI 
correlated more strongly than the JIG with trust in fellow employees, whereas the JIG 
correlates more strongly with more general measures like intent to leave and life 
satisfaction than the coworker satisfaction scale of the JDI (Ironson et al., 1989). 
Furthermore, the JIG predicts additional variance in measures such as intent to leave 
when all five facet scales of the JDI have been controlled (Ironson et al., 1989). 
Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment was measured with the 
widely used 9-item Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ; Mowday, Steers, 
& Porter, 1979). Internal consistency for the 9-item scale ranges from .84 to .90, with a 
median of .88, and the items consistently load on a single factor (Mowday et al., 1979). 
The OCQ correlates strongly with related constructs, such as intended length of service, 
intent to leave (negatively), and motivational force to perform; self-rated commitment 
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correlated .60 with supenrvisors commitment ratings after being corrected for attenuation 
(Mowday et al., 1979). Furthermore, scores on the OCQ predicted future turnover, 
tenure, and absenteeism (Mowday et al., 1979). Meta-analyses suggest that predictions 
of turnover intention fro>m the 9-item and foil 15-item versions of the OCQ are similar 
(Tett & Meyer, 1993). Responses were made on a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 
1 fstrongly disagree) to 77 (strongly agree). 
Demographic questions. Participants were asked to report their age, sex, marital 
status, whether they had children at home, race, education, and the number of hours they 
work per week at their organizations. 
Procedure 
The survey was conducted based on the procedures described by Dillman (2000). 
All employees were first. sent advance letters or e-mails that explained the purpose of the 
survey, and that also notafied them that they would receive a survey (or a hyperlink to a 
survey on the Internet) soon. One week later, a survey (or hyperlink) was sent to every 
employee, along with a detailed cover letter or e-mail, and a stamped return envelope (for 
mail surveys). The covenr letter explained the purpose of the survey and assured 
employees that their responses would not be seen by anyone in their organization except 
in aggregated form. Fouar days later, a reminder postcard or e-mail was sent to all 
employees, thanking those who had already responded and requesting a response from 
those who had not. Threes weeks after the first survey was sent out, a second survey, 
cover letter, and stamped return envelope was sent to employees who had failed to return 
the first survey. All return envelopes were addressed to the Psychology Department at 
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Iowa State University to help assure employees that people in their organizations would 
not see their responses. 
All mail surveys were sent out with unique numerical codes that were used to 
determine who had sent back the surveys and who had not. The master list with names 
and codes was not seen by anyone other than the principle investigator, and no name was 
placed with any individual's responses. This list was destroyed promptly following the 
completion of data collection. 
For the remainder of the sample who completed the survey over the Internet, there 
were password protections to insure the confidentiality of all responses. When these 
participants clicked on the hyperlink to the survey, they were required to login with a 
unique username and password assigned by the author. Only by having both a valid 
username and password were participants allowed to view and complete the survey. The 
data provided over the Internet was stored in a password protected file that only the 
principle investigator could access. 
53 
RESULTS 
Hypotheses in the current study were presented in the form of a structural 
equation model. Before presenting results from the equation modeling, mean differences 
between the three sites on all the primary measures were examined. Following these 
analyses, hypotheses were examined using correlation and regression. Following the 
correlations and regressions, a series of structural equation models were examined. 
Mean Differences in Attitudes by Site 
One-way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to assess possible 
mean differences by site on any of the primary variables (see Table 2 for means and F-
test results). Of the eleven tests, there were five significant and two marginally 
significant differences. The seven significant differences were for pay satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, interactional justice, altruism, and job withdrawal, and the 
two marginally significant differences were for job satisfaction and formal procedures. 
Least significant difference (LSD) post-hoc tests were used to further examine the 
differences. For pay satisfaction, all groups were different from one another, with bank 
employees the least satisfied, university employees in the middle, and bank employees 
the most satisfied. For interactional justice, library employees were higher than university 
and bank employees, which were not significantly different. For job satisfaction and 
formal procedures, library employees were higher than bank employees, but university 
employees were not significantly different from either library or university employees. 
For commitment, all groups were different from one another, with library employees 
highest, university employees in the middle, and bank employees lowest. For altruism, 
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Table 2. Means and One-Way ANOVA results of all primary measures by site 
Scale Bank Library University 
(n = 60) (n = 29) (n = 223) 
M SD M SD M SD F 
RISC 530 0.75 5.08 1.13 5.16 0.84 0.89 
Pay Satisfaction 1.36" 0.86 2.13e 0.94 1.66" 0.91 7.06s** 
Coworker Satisfaction 2.57 0.59 2.71 0.42 2.52 0.62 1.46 
Formal Procedural Justice 4.47* 1.25 5.13" 1.29 4.75"-" 1.33 2.46+ 
Interactional Justice 4.97" 1.10 5.91" 1.03 5.32= 1.31 5.50*** 
Job in General Satisfaction 2.44- 0.52 2.70" 0.41 2.49"-" 0.56 2.46+ 
Organizational Commitment 4.98= 1.06 5.74e 0.96 526" 1.03 5.35** 
Altruism 5.48* 0.97 5.96" 0.61 5.77" 0.91 3.57* 
Generalized Compliance 5.86 0.75 6.16 0.68 5.98 0.77 1.54 
Work Withdrawal -0.09 2.17 -0.39 2.05 0.08 2.48 0.53 
Job Withdrawal 0.14 1.51 -1.05 1.24 0.10 1.81 6.04*** 
Note. Different superscripts indicate significant differences, g < .05. Where no 
superscripts are indicated, there were no significant differences. RISC = Relational-
interdependent self-construal. 
bank employees were lower than university and library employees, which were not 
significantly different. For job withdrawal, library employees were lower than bank or 
university employees, which were not significantly different. Overall, these results 
suggest that library employees had more favorable job attitudes (formal procedural 
justice, interactional justice, job satisfaction, commitment, altruism), with the exception 
of pay satisfaction. University employees generally had less favorable job attitudes, and 
bank employees generally fell somewhere in the middle. When compared with national 
norms (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979), the overall level of these attitudes suggests that 
most employees in this study were satisfied, with the exception of pay. 
Correlations Among Measures 
Hypotheses 1-10 could be tested at least in isolation by examining correlations 
among measures. Correlations are presented for the combined sample in Table 3. Using 
Table 3. Table of correlations, means, and standard deviations, all participants combined (N = 307). 
M SD Ranee 1, 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8, 9. 10, 
1. RISC 5.18 ,85 2.18-6.91 .86 
2. Pay Satisfaction 1.65 .92 0.00-3,00 .07 .87 
3. Coworker Satisfaction 2.55 .60 0.44-3.00 .08 .21** .91 
4. Formal Procedural Justice 4.73 1.32 1.00-7,00 .06 .26** .45** .93 
5. Interactional Justice 5.31 1.27 1,00-7,00 .06 .29** .51** .83** .97 
6. Job in General Satisfaction 2.50 .54 0.00-3.00 .03 .30** .60** .54** .59** .90 
7. Organizational Commitment 5.25 1.04 1.00-7.00 .03 .26** .43** .45** .48** .66** .92 
8. Altruism 5.73 .91 1.00-7,00 .06 .06 .01 .13* .20** .20** .18** .86 
9. Generalized Compliance 5.97 .76 1.00-7.00 -.02 .05 .03 .03 .03 .16** .20** .27** .72 
10. Work Withdrawal .00 2,38 -3.43-11.10 .14* -.07 -.14* -.12* -.09 -.36** -.25** -.11* -.39** .87 
11. Job Withdrawal .00 1.74 -2.29-5.71 ,08 -.24** -.41** -.47** -.47** -.66** -.44** -.04 -.10' .27** 
Note. Coefficient alphas are on the diagonal. +g < .10, < .05, **g < .01 
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the combined sample, correlations revealed preliminary support of several hypotheses. 
Job satisfaction was related to formal procedural justice (r =.54, g < .001), interactional 
justice (r = 59, g < .001), coworker satisfaction (r = .60, g < .001), pay satisfaction (r 
=.30, g < .001), organizational commitment (r =.66, g < .001), altruism (r =.20, g < .001), 
generalized compliance (r =.16, g < .01), job withdrawal^* = -.66, g < .001), and work 
withdrawal (r = -.36, g < .001). These findings supported hypotheses 1, 4, and 6, 
respectively. Similarly, organizational commitment was related to formal procedural 
justice (r =.45, g < .001), interactional justice (r =.48, g < .001), coworker satisfaction (r 
= .43, g < .001), pay satisfaction (r = .26, g < .001), altruism (r =18, g < .001), 
generalized compliance (r = 20, g < .001), job withdrawal (r = -.44, g < .001), and work 
withdrawal (r = -.25, g < .001). These findings supported hypotheses 2, 5, 6, 7, and 9. In 
addition, altruism was related to formal procedural justice (r= .13, g< .05) and 
interactional justice (r = .20, g < .001), but generalized compliance was not related to 
either type of justice, both r%s = .03, ns, providing partial support for hypothesis 3. 
The correlations with job satisfaction and organizational commitment show many 
of the predicted relations. All four hypothesized exogenous variables (i.e., coworker 
satisfaction, pay satisfaction, formal procedural justice, and interactional justice) were 
related to job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Both job satisfaction and 
commitment were related to both components of organizational withdrawal. Finally, job 
satisfaction was related to both components of organizational citizenship behavior. 
Hypotheses regarding justice and organizational citizenship behavior were partially 
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supported. Both formal procedures and interactional justice were related to altruism, but 
neither were related to generalized compliance. 
Although the RISC scale was not related to altruism as stated in hypothesis 10 (r 
= .06, g < .29), it was related to work withdrawal (r = .14, g < .02). Exploration of 
correlations revealed a significant correlation between the RISC scale and age, with 
younger employees generally having higher RISC scale scores (r = -.16, g < .01). Further 
exploration showed that the predicted correlation between the RISC scale and altruism 
was significant and in the expected direction for those who had children at home, r (129) 
= .29, g = .001. Finally, examining only those participants who were married, the RISC 
scale was correlated with coworker satisfaction, r (229) = .14, g < .04, and marginally 
correlated with interactional justice (r = .13, g < .06) and altruism (r = .11, g < .09). 
In summary, most of the hypotheses involving correlations between the work 
variables were supported, and the hypothesis regarding the RISC was not. However, 
RISC scale scores did correlate in the predicted way for certain participants. The 
implications of these correlations will be addressed in the discussion section. 
Tests of Moderation Hypotheses 
Hypotheses 11-15 had to do with RISC scale scores moderating the relations 
between work-related attitudes. All moderation hypotheses were first examined with 
regression before examining moderation hypotheses in the context of the structural 
equation models. It was predicted that RISC scale scores and coworker satisfaction 
would interact in predicting job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Hypotheses 
14 and 15). Similarly, it was predicted that RISC scale scores and interactional justice 
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would interact in predicting job satisfaction, organizational commitment, altruism, and 
generalized compliance (Hypotheses 11, 12, and 13). None of these interactions was 
significant (see Table 4 for results from these regressions). 
Several other exploratory regression analyses were run in an effort to find other 
measures that RISC scale scores interacted with. Several significant interactions with 
RISC scale scores were found when predicting job and work withdrawal. Specifically, 
interactional justice, formal procedural justice, coworker satisfaction, and job satisfaction 
all interacted with RISC scale scores to predict job withdrawal (see Table 5 for regression 
results), and pay satisfaction and job satisfaction interacted with RISC scale scores to 
predict work withdrawal. In all cases except for the interaction between pay satisfaction 
and RISC scale scores predicting work withdrawal, there were two main effects, with 
RISC scale scores being positively related to withdrawal, and the moderator being 
negatively related to withdrawal. Interactions were all in the form such that people who 
scored high on the RISC had a more strongly negative relation between the moderator 
and withdrawal than those who scored low on the RISC scale. All of the significant 
interactions are shown in Figures 8-13. 
In short, the hypothesized interactions were not found using regressions, although 
several other interactions with RISC scale scores were found in exploratory analyses. 
Structural Equation Models 
Three series of structural equation models were tested on these data. The first 
series included all participants and primarily provided a test of direct relations between 
the RISC scale and work-related variables. The second series was designed to examine 
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Table 4. Regression results. 
Dependent variable Predictors g AR2 
Altruism Step I .04*** 
RISC .05 
Interactional justice .20*** 
Step 2 .00 
Interaction -.01 
Generalized compliance Step 1 .00 
RISC -.03 
Interactional justice .02 
Step 2 .00 
Interaction .05 
Job satisfaction Step 1 .34*** 
RISC -.01 
Interactional justice .59*** 
Step 2 .00 
Interaction .04 
Organizational commitment Step 1 22*** 
RISC .01 
Interactional justice .46*** 
Step 2 .00 
Interaction -.01 
Job satisfaction Step 1 35*** 
RISC -.02 
Coworker satisfaction .59*** .00 
Step 2 
Interaction .01 
Organizational commitment Step I .18*** 
RISC .00 
Coworker satisfaction .42*** 
Step 2 .01 
Interaction -.00 
Note, betas reported are from final step. *** g < .001. 
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Table 5. Exploratory regression results. 
Dependent variable Predictors 0 AR2 
Job withdrawal Step ! 23*** 
RISC .12* 
Interactional justice -.48*** 
Step 2 .01* 
Interaction -.10* 
Job withdrawal Step 1 .23*** 
RISC .11* 
Formal procedural justice -.47*** 
Step 2 .01* 
Interaction -.10 
Job withdrawal Step I .18*** 
RISC .11* 
Coworker satisfaction -.44*** 
Step 2 .01* 
Interaction -.11* 
Job withdrawal Step I .45*** 
RISC .10* 
Job satisfaction -.67*** 
Step 2 .01* 
Interaction -.09* 
Work withdrawal Step 1 .02* 
RISC .13* 
Pay satisfaction -.06 
Step 2 .01* 
Interaction -.12* 
Work withdrawal Step 1 .14*** 
RISC .16* 
Job satisfaction -.35*** 
Step 2 .01* 
Interaction -.11 
Note, betas reported are from final step. * g < .05, *** g < .001. 
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the possibility of interactions between work-related variables and RISC scale scores 
predicting job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and OCB. Both of the first two 
series began with more restrictive models and moved toward less restrictive models. The 
third series was designed to find the "best fitting" model, and also tested the possibility of 
interactions between RISC scale scores and other work related variables when predicting 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and OCB. 
In these analyses, the individual items of each scale were combined to create three 
indicators per construct. Items were first recoded so that all were scored in a consistent 
direction, then randomly assigned to indicators. Scores for the indicators were computed 
as the means of the respective items. 
The first series consisted of two models. The first model was a baseline 
measurement model, with all of the measured indicators loading on their respective latent 
variables, and all latent variables allowed to correlate with one another. This allowed an 
examination of the measurement model, and an estimation of the correlations among the 
latent variables. The second model tested the hypotheses that were described in the 
introduction (see Figure 6). Means, standard deviations, and correlations between the 
measured variables are presented in Appendix C. 
Hu and Bentler (1999) suggest using a combination of two indexes for evaluating 
overall model fit. A good fitting model, consistent with Hu and Bentler's (1999) criteria, 
would have a Comparative Fit Index (CFI) greater than or equal to .95, and a 
Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR) less than or equal to .09. Because of the 
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widespread use of the %2 statistic and Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) as indicators of model 
fit, those indexes are reported as well. 
The measurement model fit the data fairly well, %Z (440, N = 306) = 852.16, g < 
.001, GFI = .86, CFT = .94, SRMR — .06. As shown in Table 6, factor loadings were 
large, positive, and statistically significant. Correlations among the latent variables are 
presented in Table 7, and show a very similar pattern to the correlations presented in 
Table 3, which shows the correlations among the same variables when simply calculated 
as the means of their items (i.e., as manifest variables). When treated as error-free latent 
variables, significant correlations were found between job satisfaction and formal 
procedural justice (r =.58, g < .05), interactional justice (r =.62, g < .05), coworker 
satisfaction (r = .64, g < .05), pay satisfaction (r =.32, g < .05), organizational 
commitment (r =.76, g < .05), altruism (r =.21, g < .05), generalized compliance (r =.17, 
g < .05), job withdrawal (r = -.59, g < .05), and work withdrawal (r = -.46, g < .05), 
supporting hypotheses 1, 4, and 6, respectively. Organizational commitment was related 
to formal procedural justice (r =.61, g < .05), interactional justice (r = 64, g < .05), 
coworker satisfaction (r = .52, g < .05), pay satisfaction (r = .33, g < .05), altruism (r 
=.24, g < .05), generalized compliance (r =.19, g < .05), job withdrawal (r = -.43, g < 
.05), and work withdrawal (r = -.31, g < .05). These findings support hypotheses 2, 5, 6, 
7, and 9. Additionally, altruism was related to formal procedural justice (r = .14, g < .05) 
and interactional justice (r = .22, g < .001), but generalized compliance was not related to 
either type of justice, both r^s = .01, ns, providing partial support for hypothesis 3. As 
before, RISC scale scores were not related to altruism as stated in hypothesis 10 (r = .07), 
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Table 6. Standardized factor loadings of measured variables on the latent variables 
Measured variable Latent variable 1 
RISC1 RISC .91 
RISC2 RISC .73 
RISC3 RISC .80 
PSAT1 Pay satisfaction .87 
PSAT2 Pay satisfaction .78 
PSAT3 Pay satisfaction .82 
CSAT1 Coworker satisfaction .83 
CSAT2 Coworker satisfaction .85 
CSAT3 Coworker satisfaction .92 
PJ1 Procedural justice .91 
PJ2 Procedural justice .89 
PJ3 Procedural justice .92 
IJ1 Interactional justice .96 
IJ2 Interactional justice .94 
IJ3 Interactional justice .92 
JSAT1 Job satisfaction .91 
JSAT2 Job satisfaction .89 
JSAT3 Job satisfaction .89 
COMM1 Organizational commitment .90 
COMM2 Organizational commitment .79 
COMM3 Organizational commitment .92 
ALT1 Altruism .82 
ALT2 Altruism .84 
ALT3 Altruism .88 
GENC1 Generalized compliance .76 
GENC2 Generalized compliance .61 
GENC3 Generalized compliance .75 
WWIT1 Work withdrawal .75 
WWIT2 Work withdrawal .53 
WWIT3 Work withdrawal .70 
JWITH1 Job withdrawal .61 
JWITH2 Job withdrawal .91 
JWITH3 Job withdrawal .88 
Note. RISC = relational-interdependent self-construaL, PSAT = pay satisfaction, CSAT = 
coworker satisfaction, PJ = procedural justice, IJ = interactional justice, JSAT = job 
satisfaction, COMM = organizational commitment, ALT = altruism, GENC = generalized 
compliance, WWIT = work withdrawal, JWIT = job withdrawal. All factor loadings 
were significant (g < .05). 
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Table 7. Correlations among latent variables. 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 
1. RISC 
2. Pay Satisfaction .09 
3. Coworker .11 
Satisfaction 
4. Formal Procedural .07 
Justice 
5. Interactional Justice .08 
6. Job in General .05 
Satisfaction 
7. Organizational .09 
Commitment 
8. Altruism .07 
9. Generalized -.04 
Compliance 
10. Work Withdrawal .17' 
11. Job Withdrawal .02 
Note. *£> < .05. 
but were related to work withdrawal (r =. 17, g < .05). 
The second model, which tested the predicted relations among latent variables, fit 
the data fairly well, %^(461,N = 306) = 904.03, g < .001, GFI = .85, CFI = .94, SRMR = 
.07, making the difference from the measurement model A%2 (21) = 51.87, g < .001. The 
second model partially met the criteria spelled out by Hu and Benlter (1999) for a good 
fitting model. Examining the paths from the model (see Figure 8), several hypotheses 
were supported. Specifically, coworker satisfaction, pay satisfaction, and interactional 
justice predicted both organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and job 
satisfaction predicted both job and work withdrawal, supporting hypotheses 4, 5, 6, 7, and 
8 and partially supporting hypotheses 1, and 2. In addition, interactional justice predicted 
altruism, partially supporting hypothesis 3. 
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Figure 8. Final path model in first series, all participants. 
Note, x2 (461) = 904.03, p < .001, GFI = .85, CFI = .94, SRMR = .07. RISC = Relational-interdependent self-construal, 
* g <.05, one-tailed. 
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Some hypotheses were not supported. Contrary to predictions, none of the paths 
from formal procedures were significant, interactional justice did not predict generalized 
compliance, and RISC scale scores did not predict altruism, failing to support hypothesis 
10 and partially failing to support hypotheses 1,2, and 3. In addition, organizational 
commitment did not predict either work or job withdrawal, failing to support hypothesis 
9, although it was predicted that because job satisfaction was also included in the model, 
the contribution of organizational commitment to both withdrawal constructs was likely 
to be small. With respect to the paths between commitment and withdrawal, the current 
results should not be viewed as entirely inconsistent with the hypotheses. 
Overall, the final model of the first series could be seen as providing support to 
several hypotheses, and a good but not entirely acceptable overall fit for these data. There 
was no support for the hypothesis involving the RISC. That is, RISC scale scores did not 
predict the altruism facet of OCB. 
The second series of models was designed to evaluate specific moderation 
hypotheses through the use of multi-group analyses. Here, several paths (e.g., between 
interactional justice and altruism) were hypothesized to be different depending on 
participants' scores on the RISC scale. Based on a median split of RISC scale scores, the 
combined sample was divided into two groups, one that scored high on the RISC scale (n 
= 151) and one that scored low on the RISC scale (n = 155). Two models were then 
estimated on both groups simultaneously to examine possible differences in specific 
paths and in overall fit. 
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Both models in the second series were identical to the second model of the first 
series with some exceptions. Because these multi-group analyses were based on those 
who scored either high on low on the RISC scale, the RISC latent variable, its indicators, 
and all paths and correlations with the RISC were removed. In addition, the factor 
loading of the measured variables on the latent variables of the high and low RISC 
groups were constrained to be equal, ensuring that the measurement model was the same 
across both groups. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between indicators for 
the high and low RISC groups are presented in Appendixes D and E, respectively. 
The first model constrained all paths among the latent variables to be equal 
between the groups, but did allow the variances of the latent variables and the 
correlations among the latent variables to vary between groups. The second model of the 
second series allowed all paths between latent variables to vary between the groups. The 
path model for the high RISC group is shown in Figure 9, and the path model for the low 
RISC group is shown in Figure 10. By examining the difference in the chi-square 
statistics between the first and second models, it was possible to examine whether there 
was any overall evidence of moderation reflected by differences in the path coefficients 
across groups. 
The results indicated that the first model of the second series, which constrained 
the causal paths to be equal across groups, had %2 (788) = 1330.81, p < .001. The second 
model, which allowed the paths to vary across groups had (772) = 1310.11, p< .001. 
The difference in chi-square statistics for the two models was A%2 (16) = 20.70, ns. The 
results indicate that a model which allows the causal paths to vary across groups does not 
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Figure 9. Path model for participants who scored high on the RISC scale. 
Note. * p < .05, one-tailed. RISC = Relational-interdependent self-construal. 
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Figure 10. Path model for participants who scored low on the RISC scale. 
Note. * £> < .05, one-tailed. RISC = Relational-interdependent self-construal 
fît significantly better than a model that constrains these paths to be equal across the 
groups. Therefore, there is no evidence of moderation of these causal effects by RISC 
scale scores. 
Although there was no overall evidence of moderation, it is also possible to check 
specific paths for evidence of moderation by examining the modification indexes from 
the first model, in which the paths were constrained to be equal across the two groups. 
Modification indexes report the amount that the model's %2 would drop if specific 
parameters were freed. In this context, evidence of moderation existed if a modification 
index indicated a significant improvement of fit for the paths where moderation was 
hypothesized. The results indicated that none of the parameters where moderation was 
hypothesized showed a significant improvement in fit if freed. Therefore, there is no 
evidence of moderation as proposed in hypotheses 11-15 for any of the individual paths. 
In summary, the results of the structural equation modeling showed support for 
several of the hypotheses involving work variables, but did not support the hypotheses 
involving the RISC. The hypothesized RISC-altruism path was not significant, and there 
was no evidence of RISC scale scores moderating any paths between work related 
variables. 
Given that the hypothesized model did not meet the criteria for a good fitting 
model specified by Hu and Bentler (1999), an attempt was made to find the best fitting 
model to these data. It should be emphasized that such a model should be viewed as 
exploratory, given its post-hoc nature. Although the measurement model (i.e., the first 
model of the first series) fit the data rather well, modification indexes indicated that there 
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may be better fit if the job withdrawal latent variable was split into two variables: 
turnover intention and transfer intention. Accordingly, turnover and transfer intention 
scales were constructed, and these scales were specified as the only indicators of the 
turnover and transfer intention latent variables. The splitting of the job withdrawal latent 
variable was the only change that was made to the measurement model. 
Following this alteration to the measurement model, a third series of models were 
estimated to successively approximate the best fitting model. First, all non-significant 
paths between latent variables were eliminated. Second, modification indexes were 
examined, and the path on the beta matrix with the highest modification index that was 
theoretically defensible was freed. This process was repeated until there were no large 
modification indexes, and all paths between latent variables were significant. 
The final model fit the data well according to the criteria suggested by Hu and 
Bentler (1999), %= (430, N = 306) = 730.66, p < .001, GFI = .87, CFI = .96, SRMR = 
.053. The results for this model are shown in Figure 11. There are several similarities to 
the hypothesized model. Pay satisfaction, coworker satisfaction, and interactional justice 
all predicted both organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Job satisfaction 
predicted turnover and transfer intention (components of job withdrawal), as well as work 
withdrawal. Interactional justice also predicted the altruism facet of OCB. 
There were also several differences. Formal procedures did not predict any other 
variables, coworker satisfaction predicted turnover intention, interactional justice 
predicted withdrawal, organizational commitment predicted generalized compliance, and 
RISC scale scores predicted work withdrawal and turnover intention. These findings 
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Figure 11.  B e s t  f i t t i n g  p a t h  m o d e l ,  a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ( N = 3 0 7 ) .  
Note, x2 (430) - 730.66, g < .001, GFI - .87, CFI = .96, SRMR = .053, All beta paths are significant, p < .05, two-tailed, all 
psi paths magnitude .12 or greater are significant, g < .05, two-tailed. 
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were not expected and are addressed in the discussion section. 
After testing the best-fitting model for the overall sample, the sample was again 
split into those who scored high and low on the RISC scale, and multiple-group analyses 
were performed to determine if there was any evidence of moderation of paths by scores 
on the RISC scale. As in the second model series, all indicators, correlations, and paths 
between RISC indicators and latent variables were removed, and the measurement model 
was constrained to be equal across both groups. One analysis was run where the paths 
between the latent variables were constrained to be equal across the two groups, and 
another was run that allowed those paths to vary across the groups. The difference in 
between the two models would indicate whether there was overall evidence of 
moderation, and examination of modification indexes would indicate whether or not there 
was evidence of moderation for specific paths. The first model had x2 (729) = 1245.62, £ 
< .001, and the second model had %2 (716) = 1235.42, p < .001, making Ax2 (13) = 10.29, 
ns. Thus, there was no overall evidence of moderation, and examination of modification 
indexes revealed no evidence of moderation for specific paths of the best-fitting model. 
In summary, results from the structural equation models supported many of the 
direct relations hypothesized between work-related variables, but did not support the 
hypotheses involving the RISC. No significant RISC-altruism path emerged, and no 
evidence of moderation by RISC scale scores was found. 
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DISCUSSION 
This study was designed to explore the role of the relational-interdependent self-
construal (RISC) in the workplace through a survey of employee attitudes and behaviors 
at three different organizations. A model was developed in which work attitudes were 
linked to one another, and the relational-interdependent self-construal was hypothesized 
to play two roles. First, it was hypothesized that RISC scale scores would predict the 
altruism facet of OCB. Second, it was hypothesized that the RISC scale would moderate 
the effects of interactional justice and coworker satisfaction on other work variables. 
The results were generally supportive of past findings involving work related 
variables. Correlations indicated that coworker satisfaction, pay satisfaction, formal 
procedural justice, and interactional justice were related to job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment. Job satisfaction and commitment were related to both 
components of organizational withdrawal. In addition, job satisfaction was related to both 
components of organizational citizenship behavior. All of these relations were consistent 
with past research. Predictions involving formal procedural justice and interactional 
justice were only partially supported. Both formal procedures and interactional justice 
were related to altruism, but neither variable was related to generalized compliance. 
Results from the structural equation models were generally supportive and consistent 
with these correlations, except for some paths involving the justice variables. In short, 
work variables were generally related to each other in ways consistent with past research 
and theory, with the exception of the justice variables. 
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I predicted that RISC scale scores would be related to altruism, but the data failed 
to support this hypothesis. Although RISC scale scores were not related to altruism for 
the overall sample, RISC scale scores and altruism were positively related for those who 
had children at home, and were marginally related for those who were married. This 
pattern of findings was not predicted, but a reasonable explanation may be put forward. 
Close relationships undoubtedly require a great deal of cooperation, helping, and 
flexibility. This is especially true of parents when dealing with their (particularly young) 
children. It might be that people who have children at home, and to a lesser extent those 
who are married, are constantly "primed" to help others. It is possible that differences in 
RISC scale scores are important only for people who are chronically primed to help 
others. This hypothesis is speculative, and should be examined in future research. 
In addition, RISC scale scores were negatively correlated with age, an unexpected 
finding. Although this finding was not predicted, it is consistent with past theory and 
research. Based on research across cultures, Gutmann (1994) theorized that as women 
grow older, particularly as their children become less dependent, women "generally 
become more domineering, independent, unsentimental, and self-centered" (p. 203). This 
is supported by research in the United States by Roberts (1997), who found that between 
the ages of 27 and 43 women who worked showed increases in agency. This is consistent 
with decreases in RISC scale scores across ages that was observed here, especially given 
that the majority of the sample was working women. This finding, however, is 
preliminary and should be explored in future research. 
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Finally, RISC scale scores were related positively to work withdrawal. Work 
withdrawal consisted of three subscales: lateness, absenteeism, and unfavorable 
behaviors. Although this finding was not expected, it is possible that people who score 
high on the RISC are more likely to take time off work in the form of being late or absent 
in order to tend to the needs to of those who are close to them. This is also speculative 
and should be examined in future research. 
The results from regression analyses were not supportive of moderation 
hypotheses involving the RISC. There were, however, several interactions between RISC 
scale scores and work attitudes in predicting both work and job withdrawal. Generally 
these interactions showed that people who scored high and low on the RISC scale did not 
differ when scores on the work related variable (e.g., interactional justice) were high. In 
contrast, when scores on the work variable was low, those who scored high on the RISC 
were more likely to score high on withdrawal than those low on the RISC scale. In other 
words, it appears that a combination of high RISC scale scores and low work attitude 
scores results in high work and job withdrawal. 
Why might this be the case? Interactions that fit the pattern described above were 
found between the RISC and interactional justice, coworker satisfaction, job satisfaction, 
and formal procedural justice predicting withdrawal. It was predicted that both coworker 
satisfaction and interactional justice would interact with the RISC to predict such things 
as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and altruism, but not withdrawal. 
Although any explanation is speculative, it is possible that withdrawal are the type of 
behaviors that are most easily influenced by close others. For example, being late to work 
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may depend in part on getting one's children to school, or quitting a job may be a 
decision made jointly by spouses trying to negotiate a dual career marriage. Previous 
research has indicated that people who score high on the RISC scale take close others' 
thoughts and feelings into account when they make decisions more that those who score 
low on the RISC scale (Cross et al., 2000), and perhaps those who scored high on the 
RISC scale placed others' needs (e.g., their children getting to school) above their own 
(e.g., getting to work on time) on occasion. This explanation is supported in part by the 
correlation between RISC scale scores and work withdrawal, but as the interactions show, 
this effect may be most pronounced when the working situation is perceived as somewhat 
unfavorable. This question may be resolved by future research, but the findings in the 
current study seem to suggest that the RISC may play an important role in moderating the 
effects of some job attitudes on organizational withdrawal. 
Similar to the results from the correlation and regression analyses, results from 
the structural equation modeling were generally supportive of the previously described 
relations between work attitudes, and generally unsupportive of relations involving the 
RISC. 
The first series of models examined relations among the work variables and the 
RISC scale. Here, all the hypothesized paths from pay, coworker, and job satisfaction 
were significant, as were three of the four hypothesized paths from interactional justice. 
None of the paths from formal procedural justice were significant, nor were either of the 
paths hypothesized for organizational commitment significant. The hypothesized RISC-
altruism path was not significant. Overall, the hypothesized model fit the data fairly well 
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and supported many specific hypotheses about which variables were related to one 
another. 
The second model series tested moderation hypotheses, and the results were 
unsupportive. There was no evidence of different overall fit between groups of 
participants who scored high and low on the RISC scale, and no evidence of moderation 
of paths as predicted. Generally the results of the structural equation models were 
consistent with those from the correlation and regression analyses. 
In sum, the results indicated that the role of the RISC in workplace attitudes and 
behavior is not clear. There is evidence of a correlation between RISC scale scores and 
work withdrawal, and that RISC scale scores may moderate the relations between some 
work attitudes and organizational withdrawal. 
There are several implications of this study for basic research on the self-concept. 
First, this is the first test of the psychometric properties of the RISC scale (Cross et al., 
2000) in a non-college student sample. The scale demonstrated good internal consistency 
and some interesting, if not predicted, relations. The results here show that the self-
concept may play a role in worker attitudes and behaviors, which should addressed in 
future research. 
Second, it has been demonstrated in empirical research and theorized that 
individual differences should be able to predict OCB (Organ & Ryan, 1995) and 
contextual performance (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmitt, 1997), respectively, but for the 
most part these theories have been untested. These theories described individual 
differences that bear some resemblance to the RISC scale, and to some extent, the current 
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study can be seen as a test of those theories. Although the current study failed to support 
these theories, more work should be done to determine what role individual differences 
play in predicting OCB or contextual performance. 
There are also some implications of this study for applied research. This study 
shows that the self-concept may indeed be an important factor to consider at work. The 
findings that RISC scale scores interacted with work attitudes to predict withdrawal could 
be especially important, although these findings will need to be replicated in future 
research. If these findings are replicated, it may be advisable to include self-concept 
assessments in selection systems, and perhaps place employees in jobs where the effects 
of high or low RISC scale scores are likely to be most advantageous. 
In summary, this study has some implications for both basic and applied 
researchers. It is hoped that this study will lead to an increased awareness of the self-
concept and its effects at work, as well as a greater understanding of the precursors of 
important organizational variables such as organizational citizenship behavior. 
Although the role of the RISC at work may not be as expected based on past 
theory and research, there were some limitations to this study that could impact 
conclusions. There were, however, some unique strengths to this study, and this study 
can also help point to future research directions. 
There are three major limitations to this study. First, this study is cross-sectional 
and correlational in nature, and drawing cause and effect inferences are difficult in such 
circumstances. It is possible, for example, that job satisfaction influences judgments of 
interactional justice, the opposite of what was hypothesized. Although the model 
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presented and tested was consistent with past theory and research, the possibility remains 
that the observed relations are the reverse of what was specified or caused by some other 
variable or set of variables. 
Second, several of the hypotheses in the current study were moderation 
hypotheses, and these are difficult to test in structural equation modeling (Bollen & 
Paxton, 1998). The regression based approach taken here, although commonly used, is 
probably less powerful and more influenced by measurement error than an approach 
based on structural equation modeling would be. In addition, the regression based 
approach does not take into account other variables in the model. An attempt was made 
to test these moderation hypotheses with structural equation modeling, but the use of 
median splits likely resulted in a loss of power to detect differences. Although there are 
some structural equation modeling approaches to testing moderation (Bollen & Paxton, 
1998; Kenny & Judd, 1984), these approaches are not user friendly or well understood 
(Bollen & Paxton, 1998), and were not employed in the current study. Hopefully these 
approaches will become more refined, easier to use, and more widely understood in the 
future. 
Third, the sample in the current study is likely not representative of the general 
working population. First, most of the participants were college educated. Second, the 
overwhelming majority of participants were White. Third, three-quarters of the 
participants were female. Although there is little theoretical reason to expect that the 
results might have been different with, for example, a sample that included more African-
Americans or Asian-Americans, it is possible there is something unique to the current 
sample of participants that influenced the results, especially with regard to gender. Past 
research indicates that males and females differ in terms of RISC scale scores (Cross et 
aL, 2000). Though the means in this study of men and women combined were consistent 
with those found in past studies of college students, the expected gender difference in 
RISC scale scores did not appear. Given the types of occupations sampled (mostly 
secretaries, librarians), it is likely that the males in this sample were different from the 
typical male. This is supported by the findings that while the women in the current study 
showed an average RISC score consistent with what has been found in past research (M = 
5.15 in the current study, M = 5.23 in Cross et al., 2000), men showed an average RISC 
score considerably higher than that found in the past (M = 5.26 in the current study, M = 
4.91 in Cross et al., 2000), although analyses including gender as a factor failed to reveal 
a meaningful pattern of results. In short, there is reason to believe that the sample in this 
study may not be typical, though there is little evidence to suggest that gender influenced 
the results in an interprétable way. 
In spite of these limitations, there are some unique strengths to this study. First, 
this is the first study using the RISC scale (Cross, et al., 2000) in a non-college sample, 
significant because it provided an opportunity to examine the psychometric properties of 
the RISC scale in a different context. The results indicated that the scale performed as 
well as it had for college populations, exhibiting good internal consistency, with means 
and variances that were similar to what had been found previously. As mentioned, the 
expected gender difference did not emerge, but this is likely a function of a selection bias 
with regard to the occupations that were represented in this sample. 
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Second, there were three separate organizations represented in this sample, and 
many of the individuals in the largest organization (university employees) are employed 
in vastly different settings, including academic departments, administrative offices, and 
off-site offices. This relative diversity of working situations likely led to more variance in 
work attitude scores, and helps belie concerns that some of the null effects found in this 
study were due to restricted ranges on some variables. This diversity of organizations and 
settings also eases generalizabilhy concerns. For instance, there are certain to be 
organizationally specific influences on worker attitudes that do not operate at different 
organizations (e.g., a supervisor may require more experienced employees to help less 
experienced employees), and the use of three different organizations would certainly help 
to cancel out any such differences. 
Third, this study employed two different methods of data collection, one by 
traditional paper and pencil methods, and the second via the Internet. Although the study 
was not designed to test for differences between paper and Internet administrations, past 
research indicates that results are comparable (Dillman, 2000). Additional analyses 
revealed only minor differences between those who completed the survey on paper or the 
Internet, although it is important to consider that method of data collection was 
confounded with site. Overall, however, this study provides a demonstration that one can 
obtain reliable data over the Internet in a manner that is more efficient than traditional 
paper and pencil methods. 
This study also raises some intriguing possibilities for future research on the role 
of the relational-interdependent self-construal in organizational behavior. First, the 
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possibility that the RISC may moderate some job attitudes in predicting organizational 
withdrawal deserves serious consideration. Further investigation of these moderation 
findings, and the development of a clear understanding of why specific attitudes were 
moderated and other were not, could be a potentially useful for both basic and applied 
researchers. 
Second, on a more basic level of research, the correlation between RISC scale 
scores and age should be further examined. The issue of age differences in RISC scale 
scores has never been addressed, although the finding is consistent with prior research 
(e.g., Roberts, 1997). More investigation in to the developmental trajectory of 
interdependence, and the factors that lead to differences in interdependence should be 
conducted. 
Third, on a related note, the current study found the hypothesized relation 
between RISC scale scores and altruism only for those who have children at home. More 
examination of basic demographic data, such as the number of children or the types of 
relationships people have, could yield interesting findings. For example, are mothers with 
newborn children more interdependent than mothers of older children or women of the 
same age without children? 
Fourth, a more focused examination of relationship dynamics at work could be 
potentially informative. For example, do people who score high on the RISC scale value 
good coworker relationships than those who score low on the RISC scale? Do people 
who score high on the RISC scale rate the opportunity to work with interesting people as 
more important in selecting jobs than those who score low on the RISC scale? Asking 
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more direct questions about relationships at work and their importance should lead to a 
more refined view of how the relational-interdependent self-construal affects behavior in 
the workplace. 
Further, it would be interesting to examine the role of the relational-
interdependent self-construal in other applied settings beyond organizations. Previous 
work on the relational-interdependent self-construal has shown it to be important for 
persistence of undergraduate women in science and engineering (Cross & Vick, in press), 
and the current study adds to the list of applied settings in which the RISC scale has been 
examined. An additional setting that may prove fruitful for future research is health. 
People who score high on the RISC scale may be more likely to join and be committed to 
support groups, given the sometimes personal nature of discussion in those groups. 
People who score high on the RISC scale may also be more likely to engage in risky 
behavior if failure to do so would hurt their relationships with close friends, an effect 
which might be even more pronounced for adolescents. In summary, replication and more 
theoretical development based on the current findings would be valuable, and more 
research on the relational-interdependent self-construal in applied settings could be 
beneficial. 
This study provided an examination of the role of the relational-interdependent 
self-construal at work. Previous research has examined how the relational-interdependent 
self-construal influences relationships (Cross et al., 2000) and cognition (Cross, Morris, 
& Gore, 2001). This study adds to the domains in which the relational-interdependent 
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self-construal has been studied, and provided some findings that could be important both 
for basic and applied researchers. 
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APPENDIX A. EXAMPLE OF SURVEY 
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FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF AMES AND IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
EMPLOYEE ATTITUDE SURVEY 
Thaak yc* far completiag this servey! For the fotloràf qwirtwi. please ledkale the cHemt to «kick voa «free or 
disagree with each stateaaeat aslmg the scale below. All reaaoaeea are conuileteH conOdeatial. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sirwgly Disagree *7—nwhai NiMiil Somewhat Agree Straagiy agree 
1. My doae n lalaaidiipa arc mi kupialit part of who I am 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. When I fed doae to sukjuuc. it often feels like that person b an impulsai part of wto I 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Overall, my close relationships have very little to do with bow I fed about myself 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I think one of the most importaut part» of who t ma can be captoaed by looking at my doae 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
friends and undmtaBdmg who they are 
5. My doae rrlatinmhipB are uni»p>atant to my sense of what kind of person I am 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. When 1 think of myadt 1 often think of my doae friends or family also 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. When I atfahlHh a doae friend*ip with someone, I usually develop a strong sen* of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
identification with that person 
*- If a person hurts someone doae to me. I fed hart as well 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I usually fed a strong sense of pride when someone dose to me has an important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10- In general, aty dose relationships are an importmt part of my sdFimage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. My sense of pride come» from knowing who I have as doae friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Job decisions arc made by my srçervisor in an unbiased manner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. My s^ etvisor makes sure that all employee concerns are beard before job decisions are 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. To make job rirciiionv my supervisor collects acogate and complete information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. MynyeniisiM darilîe«<W»«in«»««««<ip>«iwi<fc«t««MirinMl înfewM»ini«*in«f —lly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. All job dwrfnont are applied mnsisrrntly across all affected employees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Empkyeea are allowed to challenge cr appeal job decisions made by supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. When decisions are made about my job, ray supervisor treats me with knxkxss and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. When derision? are made about my job, my supervisor treats me with respect and dignity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. When decisions are made about my job, my s^ >ervisot is sensitive to my personal needs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. When decisions are made aboi* my job, my supervisor deals with me in a truthful manner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. When dnrisàns are made about my job, my auperviaor shows concern far my rights as an 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
employee 
23. Concerna* decisions made about my job, my supervisw diacfees the implications of the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. My auperviaor offers adequate jintifiration far decisions made about my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. When making decisions about my job, my supervisor offers ocplanations that make sense to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
me 
26. My supgvisor explains very dearly any decision made about my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. laaa willing to put a yeat deal of effort beyond that normally rxpected in order to help this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I talk up this organisation to my friends as a great organization to work far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. 1 would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working fer this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. I find that my values and the organisations are very similar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. 1 am proud to tell others that 1 am a part of this organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. This organization really inspires the very beet in mem the way of job performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I am extremely glad that 1 dwac this organization to work for over others 1 was considering 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
at the tine I joined 
34. I really cere about the Este of this organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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The falkwkg i i ask yoa to thiak ahnat the CXI WORKERS yoa ie tenet with nt fineqaeatfy at First National 
. What are yoar cawwhais like MOST of the time? For each item, circle "Y™ for yes if the item describes yoar 
coworkers most of the time, "N" for ao if the item does aot describe y oar coworkers most of the time, amd "T* if yoa 
.AU 
1. Stimulating Y N ? 10. Smart Y N ? 
2. Boring Y N ? U- Lazy Y N ? 
3. Slow Y N ? 12. Lfcipiratant Y N ? 
4. Ambitions Y N ? 13. Active Y N ? 
5. Waste of time Y N ? 14. Narrow interest Y N ? 
6. Responsible Y N ? 15. Loyal Y N ? 
7. Intelligent Y N ? 16. Work well together Y N ? 
8. Easy to make enemies Y N ? 17. Bother me Y N ? 
9. Talk too much Y N ? 18. Stupid Y N ? 
The following hems ask yw to i jn general. aboat the yoar JOB IN GENERAL. All m all, what is it like 
of the time? For each item, circle "Y" for yes if the i tem describes yoar job most of the tim e, *W for no if the 
does aot describe yoar job most oftheti «**•» if yoa caaaot decide. 
1. Pleasant Y N 7 10. Superior Y N ? 
2. Bad Y N ? 11. Better than most Y N ? 
3. ideal Y N ? 12. Disagreeable Y N ? 
4. Waste of time Y N ? 13. Makes me content Y N ? 
5. Good Y N ? 14. Inafaqilr Y N ? 
6. Undesirable Y N ? 15. Excellent Y N ? 
7. Worthwhile Y N ? 16. Rotten Y N ? 
8. Worse than most Y N ? 17. Enjoyable Y N ? 
9. Acceptable Y N ? 18. Poor Y N ? 
The fotiowiag Hems ask yoa to thiak a boat the PAY yam get BOW. How well does each of the fotiowiag words or phrases 
describe y oar p reseat pay? For each item, circle "Y" for yes if the item describes y oar pay, "PT for ao if the item does 
aot describe y oar pay, mad "7" if yoa cannot decide. 
1. Income adequate fir normal Y N 1 5. Enough fir what I need Y N ? 
6. Less than I deserve Y N ? 
2. Fair Y N ? 7. Well paid Y N ? 
3. Barely live on income Y N ? 8. Underpaid Y N ? 
4. Bad Y N ? 9. Insecure Y N ? 
The fotiowiag qaestâms ask yoa to estiasate hew oAea yoa thiak of or eagagt im certaia behaviors ia reiatioa to year 
cerreat job. Please circle the letter of the optioa that yoa choose. The respoase opticas are diflereat for every 
qarstina. All aaswen are coafideatial-
How often arc you late for work or scheduled work How likely is it you will be late for work or scheduled work 
assignments? 
A. Never 
B. Rarely 
C. Seldom 
D. Sometimes 
E. Often 
F. Very often 
G. Constantly 
assignments at least once in a typical two week time period? 
A. Vety likely 
B. Moderately likely 
C. Slightly Body 
D. Neatho- likely nor unlikely 
E. Slightly UNtikdy 
F. Moderately UNlikety 
G. Very UNlikdy 
How often do you think about resigning from your eurent job? How easy or difficult is it for you to arrive on-time to wotfc? 
A, Never A. Very easy 
B. Rarely B. Easy 
C- Seldom C. Somewhat easy 
D. Sometimes D. Neither easy nor difficult 
E. Often E. Somewhat difficult 
F. Veyoâen F. Difficult 
G. Constantly G. Very difficult 
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How desirable is it (far you to be late for work or scheduled 
work assignments? 
A. Very desirable 
B. Desirable 
C- Slightly desirable 
D. Neutral; neither desirable nor undesirable 
E. Slightly UNdesirabie 
F. UNdesirabie 
G. Very UNdesirabie 
How desirable is it for you to be absent from work or 
scheduled work assignments? 
A. Very desirable 
B- Desirable 
C. Slightly desirable 
D- Neubal; neither desirable nor undesirable 
E- Slightly UNdesirabie 
F. UNdesirabie 
G. Vey UNdesirabie 
How often do you think about being absent from work when 
you are scheduled to be thee? 
A. Never 
B. Rarely 
C. Seldom 
D Sometimes 
E_ Often 
F. Very often 
G. Constantly 
How desirable is lutmlaiing to a diffaent position at First 
National Bank to you? 
A. Very desirable 
B. Desirable 
C. Slightly desirable 
D. Neutral; neither desirable nor undesirable 
E. Slightly UNdesirabie 
F. UNdesirabie 
G. Very UNdesirabie 
How often do you ocpect to be absent from work when you 
arc apposed to be there? 
A. Never 
B. Once every 4 to 6 months 
C- Once every 2 to 3 months 
D. Once per month 
E. Once every couple of weeks 
F. Once per week 
G. More than once per week 
In a typical month, how likely is it you will be absent from 
work at least once when you are supposed to be there? 
A. Very UNlikdy 
B. Moderately UNlikely 
C. Slightly UNlikely 
D. Neither unlikdy nor likely 
E. Slightly likely 
F. Moderately likely 
G. Very likely 
How likely b it that y*i will resign from yoir current job in 
the next several months? 
A. Very UNlikdy 
B. Moderately UNlikdy 
C. Slightly UNlikdy 
D. Nether likdy nor unlikdy 
E. Slightly likely 
F. Modoately likely 
G. Very likdy 
How oftœ do you think about transferring from your 
current position to another area within First National Bank? 
A. Never 
B. Rarely 
C. Seldom 
D. Sometimes 
E. Often 
F. Very often 
G. Constantly 
All things considered, how desirable fcr you would resigning Haw easy or difficult is it fcr you to ATTEND work when 
ftom your current job be? you are scheduled to be there? 
A. Very desirable A. Very easy 
B. Desirable B. Easy 
C- Slightly desirable C. Somewhat easy 
D. Naîtrai; neither desirable nor undesirable D, Neither easy nor difficult 
E- Slightly UNdesirabie E. 
F. UNdesirabie F. Difficult 
G. Very UNdesirabie G. Extremely difficult 
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fhwi i iliwite M «ccpitdy m yoa cam tor frnqMlly yam havr ragagrd im the follimia;, behavior ia tile pnyttr. 
All responses are coafideatiaL 
A B C D E F G H 
Never Maybe oece Two or Nearly Aboatoace More than Oece a More tha ia 
a year three daws every other a moath oace a 
a year aweth moath 
week o ace a week 
1. Failing to attend scheduled meetings A B C D E F G H 
2. Drinking alcohol or using drugs after work primarily because of things that occurred at 
woric 
A B C D E F G H 
3. Being absent from work A B c D E F G H 
4. Taking Sequent or long coflce or lunch breaks A B c D E F G H 
5. Mtiring excuses to go somewhere to get out ofvwek A B c D E F G H 
6. Using equipment (including the phone) for personal purposes without pa mission A B c D E F G H 
7. Neglecting those tasks that will not affect your performance appraisal or pay raise A B c D E F G H 
8. Volunteering to finish a project for a coworker who is sick A B c D E F G H 
9. Tampering with equipment so that you cannot get work done A B c D E F G H 
10. Letting others do wxk fcr jnu A B c D E F G H 
11. Thinking about quitting from yourjob because of werk-ietated issues A B c D E F G H 
12. Being late fcr work A B c D E F G H 
13. Constantly looking at your watch or clock A B c D E F G H 
For the following qaeatioes, please iadicate the exteat to which yoa agree or disagree that each stateneat describes yoa 
asiag the foUowieg scale. All mpows are mafiiUatial 
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 
Stroagly Disagree Somewhat Neatrsl Somewhat Agree Stroagty agree 
disagree disagree agree 
1- f am «ctivrfy Inciting In mnu tr. «nrtlwr pr»otinw «Hiin IhitiBjuiiiilii.. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. As soon as I can find a better position, I will tiausfa 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. When I have the opportunity, I will transfer to another position within the organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Helps others who have been absent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Volunteers for things that are not required 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Orients new people even though rt is not required I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Helps others who have heavy work loads 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Assists supervisor with his or her work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Makes innovative suggestions to improve department I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Punctuality I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Attendance at work is above the norm I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Gives advance notice if taiabie to come to work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Great deal nf time «pwimiMi [manual phnw imiwtmImk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
IS. Does not take tamecessary time off work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Does not take extra breaks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Does not spend time in idle con ver sation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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! the tetter of the optica that it i t «ppficiblr tayaat AB i 
Education Level: 
A) Some High School 
B) High School Diploma or Equivalent 
C) Some College 
D) College Degree 
E) Graduate Degree 
F) Other (pieese describe) 
Age prop: 
A) 20 or younger 
B) 21-30 
C) 31-40 
Sex: 
D) 41-50 
E) 51-60 
F) 61 or older 
A) Male 
B) Female 
How long have you worked it First National Bank? 
A) Less than one month 
B) One to six months 
C) Six to twelve months 
D) One to five yews 
E) five to ten years 
F) Longer than ten years 
What office of First National Bank do you primarily work 
at? 
A) Mam office 
B) Cub Foods office 
C) North Grand office 
D) University office 
How would jmu classify jmw job at First National Bank? 
A) Officer/officer trainee 
B) Supervisor 
Q Other 
Please indicate the number of hours you work at First 
National Bank per week, on average 
A) 10 or less E) 26-30 
B) 11-15 F) 31-35 
C) 16-20 G) 36-40 
D) 21-25 H) more than 40 
Ethnicity: 
A) African American/Black 
B) Asian/Pacific Islander 
C) Caucasian/White 
D) East Indian 
E) Hispenic/LatimVLstma 
F) Native American/American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
G) Other (please describe) 
Marital Status: 
A) Single 
B) Married 
C) Divorced 
D) Widowed 
E) Other (please describe) 
Do you have children at hone? 
A) Yes 
B) No 
Please oiler amy additional i i abomt yoer work or this stedy. AH 
Thank yoa for your participation in this study!! 
If yoa have any questions about this stady, pieaae contact Michael Morris (#612-825-8562) or 
Dr. Sasaa Crow (#515-294-3224) 
Please return ia the enclosed envelope to: Mkhael Morris, Department of Psychology, W112 
Lagomarciao Hall, Ames, IA, 50011 
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APPENDIX B. RISC SCALE ITEMS 
1. My close relationships are an important reflection of who I am. 
2. When I feel very close to someone, it often feels to me like that person is an 
important part of who I am. 
3. I usually feel a strong sense of pride when someone close to me has an important 
accomplishment. 
4. I think one of the most important parts of who I am can be captured by looking at my 
close friends and understanding who they are. 
5. When I think of myself, I often think of my close friends or family also. 
6. If a person hurts someone close to me, I feel personally hurt as well. 
7. In general, my close relationships are an important part of my self-image. 
8. Overall, my close relationships have very little to do with how I feel about myself.1 
9. My close relationships are unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am.3 
10. My sense of pride comes from knowing who I have as close friends. 
11. When I establish a close friendship with someone, I usually develop a strong sense of 
identification with that person. 
APPENDIX C. FIRST SERIES MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND 
CORRELATIONS OF INDICATORS, ALL PARTICIPANTS (N = 306) 
M SD I. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 
1. RISC1 5.28 0.99 
2. RISC2 5.12 0.93 .66 
3. RISC3 5.10 0.97 .73 .60 
4. PSAT1 1.57 1.07 .09 .04 .06 
5. PSAT2 2.15 0.92 .05 .03 .03 .68 
6. PSAT3 1.24 1.10 .09 .02 .03 .72 .63 
7. CSAT1 2.49 0.68 .05 .03 .04 .18 .10 21 
8. CSAT2 2.58 0.67 .08 .07 .05 .18 .13 .17 .70 
9. CSAT3 2.55 0.62 .13 .08 .08 .16 .09 .16 .77 .78 
10. PJ1 4.99 1.33 .05 .04 .08 .15 .23 .19 .40 .43 .40 
11. PJ2 4.64 1.37 .06 .02 .05 3.5 .27 .23 .34 .36 .33 .80 
12. PJ3 4.58 1.47 .07 .04 .06 .20 22 .22 .37 .39 .39 .85 .83 
13. Ul 531 1.31 .07 .06 .05 23 24 24 .42 .45 .42 .77 .75 
14. IJ2 5.48 1.26 .06 .04 .03 .18 24 22 .43 .43 .44 .75 .74 
15. IJ3 5.12 1.36 .09 .03 .08 25 28 .29 .48 .42 .44 .77 .75 
16. JSATl 2.48 0.62 .06 -.02 -.01 22 22 .21 .47 .46 .50 .49 .50 
17. JSAT2 2.55 0.54 .08 .02 .03 .25 .22 .21 .48 .52 .55 .43 .46 
18. JSAT3 2.48 0.58 .08 -.01 .00 .28 .27 .28 .52 .49 .54 .47 .47 
19. COMM1 5.33 0.94 .09 -.01 .06 25 28 26 .44 .39 .41 .61 .60 
20. COMM2 5.12 1.11 .05 -.03 .07 .16 24 .15 .36 24 .29 .31 .30 
21. COMM3 5.04 1.25 .11 -.02 .07 .27 28 .25 .49 .40 .44 .47 .47 
22. ALT I 5.72 0.95 .04 -.04 -.03 .07 .05 .02 .01 .00 .01 .03 .08 
23. ALT2 5.64 1.09 .11 .02 .05 .04 .08 .01 .02 .04 .01 .13 .19 
24. ALT3 5.81 1.00 .09 -.03 .04 .05 .06 .01 .00 .00 -.05 .09 .12 
25. GENC1 6.00 0.86 -.08 -.06 -.07 .07 .00 .02 .02 -.03 -.01 -.05 .00 
26. GENC2 6.18 0.96 .04 .05 .07 .02 .01 -.01 .03 .03 .00 .04 .09 
27. GENC3 5.71 0.99 -.01 .02 -.06 .06 .06 .03 .01 .06 .01 .01 .05 
28. WWIT1 1.97 0.72 .14 .09 .15 -.08 -.09 -.06 -.18 -.20 -.21 -.15 -.14 
29. WWIT2 220 1.25 .10 .03 .08 .01 .02 .05 .00 .02 .06 .04 .04 
30. WWIT3 2.18 1.01 .07 .06 .05 -.11 -.05 -.08 -.07 -.09 -.11 
00 o
 r -.10 
31. JWITH 1 2.51 1.41 .07 .12 .07 -20 -21 -.18 -34 -32 -.33 -.42 -.41 
32. JWITH2 3.15 1.65 .00 .09 .05 -.18 -.10 -.15 -25 -34 -.32 -.36 -.35 
33. JWITH3 2.78 1.68 -.04 .05 .03 -22 -.18 -.20 -.30 -35 -.34 -.32 -.34 
Note. RISC = relational-interdependent self-construal, PSAT = pay satisfaction, CSAT = 
coworker satisfaction, PJ = procedural justice, IJ = interactional justice, JSAT = job 
satisfaction, COMM = organizational commitment, ALT = altruism, GENC = generalized 
compliance, WWIT = work withdrawal, JWITH = job withdrawal. 
APPENDIX C (continued) 
13. IJ1 
14. IJ2 
15. IJ3 
16. JSATl 
17. JSAT2 
18. JSAT3 
19. COMMl 
20. COMM2 
21. COMM3 
22. ALT I 
23. ALT2 
24. ALT3 
25. GENC1 
26. GENC2 
27. GENC3 
28. WWIT1 
29. WWIT2 
30. WW1T3 
31. JWITH1 
32. JWITH2 
33. JW1TH3 
12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 25. 26. 27. 28. 29. 30. 31, 32. 
,72 .91 
.75 ,88 .87 
.49 .55 .52 .57 
.46 .51 ,50 .50 .83 
.48 .52 .49 .53 .80 .78 
.60 .68 .64 .71 .64 .60 .62 
.29 .34 .33 .36 .54 .48 .52 .69 
.48 .51 .48 .54 .64 .61 .64 .81 .77 
.06 .18 .14 .10 .12 .13 .14 .16 .05 .12 
.17 .28 .20 .21 .25 .22 .27 .29 ,25 .23 .68 
.10 .17 .11 .12 .13 .08 .14 .17 .11 .16 .72 .73 
-.04 -.01 -.02 -.04 .10 .14 .10 .10 .07 .15 .20 .17 .22 
.01 .05 .04 .04 .10 .09 .05 .15 .10 .16 .10 .12 .19 ,52 
.04 .04 .00 .01 .13 .12 .15 .11 .08 .14 .23 .25 .29 ,54 .44 
-.17 -.12 -.09 -.15 -.36 -.35 -.40 -.23 -.23 -.27 -.12 -.21 -.15 -.24 -.15 -.41 
-.02 .07 .08 .05 -.08 -.11 -.14 -.03 -.03 -.05 .04 -.08 -.07 -.20 -.06 -.25 .38 
-.11 -.08 -.09 -.10 -.26 -.31 -.26 -.20 -.17 -.21 -.05 -.08 -.04 -.36 -.17 -.33 .50 .45 
-.40 -.41 -.39 -.42 -.66 -.59 -.61 -.49 -.42 -.50 -.08 -.12 -.09 -.16 -.03 -.14 .42 .11 .33 
-.35 -.40 -.37 -.38 -.47 -.41 -.46 -.38 -.20 -.36 -.03 .03 -.03 -.09 -.06 -.03 ,16 .02 .16 
-.33 -.37 -.35 -.35 -.44 -.40 -.45 -.33 -.18 -.32 .01 .08 ,06 -.03 .03 .04 .09 .01 .12 
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APPENDIX D. SECOND SERIES MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND 
CORRELATIONS OF INDICATORS, PARTICIPANTS WHO SCORED LOW ON 
THE RISC SCALE (N = 155) 
M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 
1. PS ATI 1.52 1.07 
2. PSAT2 2.06 0.96 .70 
3. PSAT3 1.19 1.10 .71 .65 
4. CSAT1 2.46 0.70 .15 .16 22 
5. CSAT2 2.53 0.71 .20 .16 .20 .72 
6. CSAT3 2.50 0.63 .19 .14 .18 .77 .82 
7. PJ1 4.84 1.36 .22 .24 .27 .47 .51 .50 
8. PJ2 4.54 1.31 .31 .29 .29 .33 .37 .35 .77 
9. PJ3 4.43 1.45 2.6 .23 .29 .39 .37 .43 .85 .81 
10. IJ1 5.19 1.36 25 25 .28 .43 .43 .41 .78 .75 .73 
11. U2 5.36 133 25 .31 29 .45 .41 .42 .77 .76 .72 .92 
12. U3 4.99 135 .31 .33 33 .46 .43 .43 .81 .76 .76 .90 .89 
13. JSATl 2.46 0.62 .13 .17 .15 .43 .46 .45 .46 .45 .44 .49 .47 
14. JSAT2 2.54 0.55 .16 .19 .13 .46 .55 .56 .43 .43 .40 .45 .45 
15. JSAT3 2.43 0.59 .19 .23 .21 .48 .53 .57 .48 .45 .45 .48 .48 
16. COMMl 5.25 0.92 23 .31 .26 .45 .40 .43 .58 .59 .56 .67 .66 
17. COMM2 5.04 1.13 .12 .30 .17 .38 26 .31 .27 .30 26 .33 .37 
18. COMM3 4.92 1.23 .24 32 28 .46 .37 .42 .44 .47 .44 .50 .50 
19. ALT1 5.72 0.86 .10 .01 .09 .05 -.02 .01 .12 .18 .12 .24 .23 
20. ALT2 5.54 1.07 -.01 -.03 .00 .02 -.04 .00 .14 .26 .19 .28 .21 
21. ALT3 5.77 0.98 .09 .03 .07 -.04 -.10 -.10 .09 .13 .06 .15 .11 
22. GENC1 6.01 0.91 .01 -.07 -.05 .01 -.04 -.03 -.10 -.06 -.10 -.06 -.07 
23. GENC2 6.10 0.94 .02 -.01 -.02 .02 .05 -.02 -.08 .00 -.11 -.01 -.04 
24. GENC3 5.66 1.04 .03 .00 .00 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 .03 .02 .07 .01 
25. WW1T1 1.89 0.63 .01 -.06 -.05 -.16 -.20 -20 -.17 -.10 -.14 -.12 -.05 
26. WWIT2 2.16 1.22 .13 .08 .19 .06 .08 .07 .07 .10 .00 .08 .11 
27. WWIT3 2.14 0.93 -.02 .01 .01 -.09 -.06 -.15 .00 .04 .00 .02 .03 
28. JWITH 1 2.51 1.37 -.15 -.19 -.13 -25 -27 -21 -.36 -.31 -.34 -.34 -.33 
29. JWITH2 3.15 1.68 -.15 -.15 -.14 -21 -32 -21 -.34 -24 -.28 -.30 -31 
30. JWITH3 2.81 1.73 -.21 -22 -.20 -.26 -.35 -.32 -.30 -26 -.28 -28 -.31 
Note. PS AT = pay satisfaction, CSAT = coworker satisfaction, PJ = procedural justice, IJ 
= interactional justice, JSAT = job satisfaction, COMM = organizational commitment, 
ALT = altruism, GENC = generalized compliance, WWIT = work withdrawal, JWITH = 
job withdrawal 
APPENDIX D (continued) 
12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 25. 26, 27. 28. 29. 
13. JSATl .50 
14. JSAT2 .46 .82 
15. JSAT3 .51 .82 .80 
16. COMMl .70 .64 .64 .62 
17. COMM2 .36 .57 .55 .52 .70 
18. COMM3 .55 .69 .66 .63 .81 ,80 
19. ALT! .18 .19 .10 .20 .18 .14 .19 
20. ALT2 .22 .30 .24 .28 .28 .29 .23 .61 
21. ALT3 .10 .13 .04 .10 .11 .13 .17 .73 .65 
22. GENC1 -.08 .09 .09 .07 .10 .07 .17 .31 .28 .35 
23. GENC2 -.03 .11 .10 ,06 .07 .01 .12 .30 .23 .31 .68 
24. GENC3 .08 .13 .07 .13 .08 .04 .13 .30 .33 .31 .60 .59 
25. WW1T1 -.16 -.34 -.28 -.37 -.21 -.24 -.27 -.18 -.27 -.07 -.12 -.15 -.34 
26. WWIT2 .06 -.06 -.05 -.06 .02 -.04 .02 .18 -.10 .06 -.13 -.02 -.09 .25 
27. WW1T3 -.01 -.25 -.27 -.23 -.13 -.17 -.18 -.10 -.17 -.05 -.34 -.13 -.29 .42 .34 
28. JWITHI -.37 -.62 -.55 -.58 -.46 -.42 -.52 -.22 -.23 -.10 -.13 -.03 -.15 .35 ,00 .27 
29. JW1TH2 -.33 -.48 -.38 -.45 -.31 -.17 -.34 -.05 .03 -.08 -.11 -.01 -.09 .16 .00 .12 .60 
30. JWITH3 -.30 -.44 -.37 -.43 -.27 -.21 -.32 .10 .15 .12 .00 .09 .01 .11 -.01 .10 .54 ,80 
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APPENDIX E. SECOND SERIES MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND 
CORRELATIONS OF INDICATORS, PARTICIPANTS WHO SCORED HIGH ON 
THE RISC SCALE (N = 151) 
M SD I. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 
1. PSAT1 1.62 1.08 
2. PSAT2 2.25 0.87 .65 
3. PSAT3 1.28 1.11 .73 .62 
4. CSAT1 2.53 0.66 .21 .02 .20 
5. CSAT2 2.63 0.62 .15 .08 .14 .67 
6. CSAT3 2.61 0.60 .12 .02 .13 .76 .73 
7. PJ1 5.15 1.29 .07 .19 .10 .31 .32 .27 
8. PJ2 4.74 1.44 .18 .24 .16 .35 .35 .31 .83 
9. PJ3 4.73 1.48 .13 .18 .14 .35 .40 .35 .85 .85 
10. IJ1 5.43 125 .20 .21 .18 .41 .45 .43 .75 .75 .74 
11. IJ2 5.60 1.18 .11 .13 .14 .41 .43 .44 .72 .73 .71 .89 
12. LI3 5.26 1.37 .19 21 23 .49 .39 .45 .72 .74 .73 .85 .84 
13. JSATl 2.49 0.61 .31 28 26 .52 .45 .54 .52 .54 .55 .63 .58 
14. JSAT2 2.57 0.54 .36 26 28 .52 .50 .55 .43 .48 .52 .58 .55 
15. JSAT3 2.52 0.55 .37 .30 .34 .56 .43 .49 .44 .48 .50 .56 .50 
16. COMMl 5.42 0.95 .26 .23 .25 .44 .39 .38 .62 .60 .64 .69 .63 
17. COMM2 5.20 1.09 .19 .16 .13 .33 20 27 .35 30 .31 .35 29 
18. COMM3 5.17 1.27 29 21 22 .51 .42 .45 .49 .47 .51 .52 .44 
19. ALT I 5.73 1.04 .04 .10 -.03 -.02 .03 .01 -.04 .01 .02 .13 .06 
20. ALT2 5.74 1.11 .08 .18 .02 .02 .10 .01 .11 .11 .13 .27 .17 
21. ALT3 5.86 1.02 .01 .08 -.05 .04 .09 .00 .08 .11 .14 .18 .10 
22. GENC I 6.00 0.81 .14 .10 .10 .03 -.02 .02 .00 .06 .04 .06 .04 
23. GENC2 6.26 0.98 .01 .02 .00 .03 .00 .02 .14 .16 .11 .11 .10 
24. GENC3 5.76 0.95 .09 .12 .05 .04 .11 .03 -.01 .06 .06 .01 -.03 
25. WWIT1 2.04 0.79 -.17 -.15 -.07 -.22 -.23 -.25 -.16 -.19 -.22 -.15 -.14 
26. WWIT2 2.24 1.28 -.11 -.04 -.08 -.05 -.06 .04 .00 -.02 -.05 .06 .04 
27. WWIT3 2.22 1.10 -.19 -.13 -.16 -.06 -.14 -.07 -.17 -.22 -.20 -.18 -.22 
28. JWITHI 2.52 1.45 -.25 -.23 -.24 -.44 -.39 -.38 -.49 -.50 -.47 -.49 -.46 
29. JWITH2 3.15 1.62 -.21 -.06 -.16 -.30 -.36 -.37 -.39 -.45 -.43 -.51 -.46 
30. JWITH3 2.76 1.64 -.24 -.12 -.20 -.35 -.34 -.35 -.35 -.43 -.38 -.47 -.40 
Note. PSAT = pay satisfaction, CSAT = coworker satisfaction, PJ = procedural justice, IJ 
= interactional justice, JSAT = job satisfaction, COMM = organizational commitment, 
ALT = altruism, GENC = generalized compliance, WWIT = work withdrawal, JWITH = 
job withdrawal. 
APPENDIX D (continued) 
12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 25. 26. 27. 28. 29. 
13. JSATl .50 
14. JSAT2 .46 .82 
15. JSAT3 .51 .82 .80 
16. COMMl .70 .64 .64 .62 
17. COMM2 .36 .57 .55 .52 .70 
18. COMM3 .55 .69 .66 .63 .81 .80 
19. ALT1 .18 .19 .10 .20 .18 .14 .19 
20. ALT2 .22 .30 .24 .28 .28 .29 .23 .61 
21. ALT3 .10 .13 .04 .10 .11 .13 .17 .73 .65 
22. GENC1 -.08 .09 .09 .07 .10 .07 .17 .31 .28 .35 
23. GENC2 -.03 .11 .10 .06 .07 .01 .12 .30 .23 .31 .68 
24. GENC3 .08 .13 .07 .13 .08 .04 .13 .30 .33 .31 .60 .59 
25. WWIT1 -.16 -.34 -.28 -.37 -.21 -.24 -.27 -.18 -.27 -.07 -.12 -.15 -.34 
26. WWIT2 .06 -.06 -.05 -.06 .02 -.04 .02 .18 -.10 .06 -.13 -.02 -.09 .25 
27. WW1T3 -.01 -.25 -.27 -.23 -.13 -.17 -.18 -.10 -.17 -.05 -.34 -.13 -.29 .42 .34 
28. JWITHI -.37 -.62 -.55 -.58 -.46 -.42 -.52 -.22 -.23 -.10 -.13 -.03 -.15 .35 .00 .27 
29. JWITH2 -.33 -.48 -.38 -.45 -.31 -.17 -.34 -.05 .03 -.08 -.11 -.01 -.09 .16 .00 .12 .60 
30. JWITH3 -.30 -.44 -.37 -.43 -.27 -.21 -.32 .10 .15 .12 .00 .09 .01 .11 -.01 .10 ,54 .80 
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